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PREFACE 


There are several large debts to acknowledge here. The critical 
comments provided by my colleagues Michael Lattke (University 
of Queensland), Wendy Mayer (Australian Catholic University), 
Anna Silvas (University of New England), and the two readers 
from Oxford University Press not only improved the Englishing 
of Sophronius and the readability of the introduction and 
commentary but also saved me from errors and _infelicities. 
David Luckensmeyer keyed in with great accuracy and care the 
Greek texts in this volume, which are reproduced from Rudolf 
Riedinger’s editions in Acta Conciliorum Oecumenicorum with per- 
mission from Walter de Gruyter. Jeff New provided incisive 
copy-editing, while Tom Perridge, Alice Jacobs, Nigel Hope, 
Lizzie Robottom, and Charlotte Green smoothed the passage of 
the volume through Oxford University Press. The librarians of 
the Biblioteek Faculteit Godgeleerdheid, Katholieke Universiteit 
Leuven, and Australian Catholic University, McAuley Campus in 
Brisbane, I cannot thank enough for help and persistence. Finally, 
this volume puts beyond calculation my debt to Dinah Joesoef, 
Administrative Officer in the Centre for Early Christian Studies at 
Australian Catholic University, Brisbane. 
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PART 1 


SOPHRONIUS AND HIS 
SYNODICAL LETTER 


I.I AFTER CHALCEDON: AN OVERVIEW 


The developments in ecclesiastical and political affairs in the 
seventh century can only be understood in the context of the 
Council of Chalcedon, which assembled in 451, and consequently 
an overview is called for here of the resolutions of the council 
itself and of their subsequent fortunes. In this section the broad 
lines of the controversy about Chalcedon will be given, with 
references to secondary works which will help to elucidate the 
various stages of the controversy. A more detailed discussion of 
the context of the first phase of the great christological debate in 
the seventh century follows in section 1.3.1. 

The definition of faith which the council of 451 promulgated 
was to have far-reaching effects, not only ecclesiastically but 
also politically during the fifth, sixth, and seventh centuries 
and beyond.' While the definition outlawed the extremes of 
Eutychianism and Nestorianism—the former seen as calling 
the reality of Christ’s human nature into question, the latter, his 
divine nature—and attempted a balance between the theological 
terminology of Antioch and Alexandria, it proclaimed Christ ‘in 
two natures’ as opposed to ‘from two natures’, the phrase favoured 
by the Alexandrians. Furthermore, it declared the controversial 
Tome of Pope Leo I to be orthodox, although this document was 
regarded in the East as smacking of Nestorianism, To eastern 
Christians the definition of Chalcedon was seen as an interpreta- 
tion of the Niceno-Constantinopolitan creed (325, 381), whereas 
Pope Leo regarded the definition as absolute and admitting of no 
addition or subtraction. Politically significant was the resolution of 
the council which gave to the church of Constantinople the same 
privileges in the East as the church of Rome enjoyed in the West, 
thereby downgrading the positions of the ancient churches of 
Antioch and Alexandria. 


' An English translation of the proceedings of the council can be found in The 
Acts of the Council of Chalcedon, trans. with an introduction and notes by R. Price 
and M. Gaddis, Translated Texts for Historians, 45, 3 vols. (Liverpool: Liverpool 
University Press, 2005). For general assessments of the reception of Chalcedon in 
the fifth and sixth centuries see Frend, Monophysite Movement, 316-59; J. Meyendorff, 
Imperial Unity and Christian Divisions: The Church 450-680 A.D. (Crestwood, NY: St 
Vladimir’s Seminary Press, 1989), 251-92; J. Herrin, The Formation of Christendom 
(Oxford: Blackwell, 1989), 153-91; Allen, ‘Definition and Enforcement’. 
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The definition of Chalcedon was ratified by a decree issued in 
the names of the emperors Marcian and Valentinian II on 
7 February 452, enjoining on Christians in both East and West 
obedience to the decisions of the council. This edict was accorded 
a turbulent reception in Palestine, Egypt, and Antioch. For 
example, the bishop of Jerusalem, Juvenal, an adherent of the 
council, was deposed by force and had to be restored, also by 
force, by the emperor. In Alexandria the deposition of the 
patriarch Dioscorus, who had been condemned and excommuni- 
cated by the council, was not accepted by his followers, who 
refused to recognize his successor. Antioch became increasingly 
anti-Chalcedonian,’ particularly under the leadership of Peter 
the Fuller, who, seemingly with the help of the Isaurian general 
Zeno, had himself installed as patriarch in the absence of the 
patriarch Martyrius, a supporter of the Chalcedonian definition. 
In Antioch too the unrest was such that in 471 the emperor Leo 
(457-74) intervened to remove Peter. It was Peter the Fuller who 
was credited with introducing into the doxology ‘Holy God, holy 
mighty, holy immortal, have mercy on us’ (the Trisagion or 
Thrice-holy) the words ‘who was crucified for us’, because he 
understood the doxology to be addressed to Christ, the second 
person of the Trinity. Those who objected to the addition, who 
were mostly from Constantinople, did so because they took the 
Trisagion to be directed to the ‘Trinity, so that the addition would 
ascribe suffering to the divine substance. The Trisagion was to 
play an important role throughout sixth- and seventh-century 
christological debate.’ 

The divisiveness occasioned by the council is patent, wer alia, 
from two disparate bodies of evidence dating from the second 
half of the fifth century and the early sixth century—imperial 
documents intended to restore unity and peace to the empire on 





* The term ‘anti-Chalcedonian’ is used in this volume rather than the contentious 
word ‘monophysite’. See further P. Allen, ‘Monophysiten’, 7 heologische Realenzyklopidie, 
23 (Berlin and New York: W. de Gruyter, 1993), 219-33, at 219-20; ‘T. Hainthaler, 
‘Monophysitismus, Monophysiten’, Lexikon fiir Theologie und Kirche, 3° edn., 7 (Freiburg: 
Herder, 1998), 418-21. 

* For details of the prehistory and history of the theopaschite dispute in the con- 
text of Chalcedon see J. A. McGuckin, “The “Theopaschite Confession” (Text and 
Historical Context): A Study in the Cyrilline Re-interpretation of Chalcedon’, 
Journal of Ecclesiastical History, 35 (1984), 239-55; Grillmeier, CCT 2/1, 317-43; 
A. Louth, “Trishagion’, Theologische Realenzyklopadie, 32 (Berlin and New York: W. de 
Gruyter, 2002), 121-4. 
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the one hand, and on the other, a large quantity of popular 
literature from both sides of the Chalcedonian divide.* The first 
in a series of imperial statements which continued into the middle 
of the seventh century was the Encyclical of the usurper Basiliscus 
(475-6), in which the Tome of Leo and the ‘innovation’ of 
Chalcedon were anathematized, and the creeds of the Councils 
of Nicaea, Constantinople (381), and Ephesus I (431) and II (449) 
were upheld. Since this document left the status of the patriarch 
of Constantinople up in the air, it was subsequently rescinded and 
replaced by an Antencyclical in which Eutyches and Nestorius were 
condemned and the rights of the patriarchate of Constantinople 
were guaranteed. When the emperor Zeno (474~91) returned to 
reclaim the throne, he rescinded both documents of Basiliscus 
and reinforced the position of the patriarch of Constantinople. 
An uneasy peace ensued. In 482 Zeno published the Henoticon or 
document of union, which was eventually enforced throughout 
the eastern empire.’ In the Henoticon no anathema was placed on 
the Yome, the definition of Chalcedon, or the phrase ‘in two 
natures’; instead, the primacy of Nicaea was stressed. As a 
diplomatic initiative the document was successful in the short 
term, but in the long term it was unable to unite the extreme 
anti-Chalcedonians; because of its failure to proclaim Chalcedon 
unequivocally it also aroused the suspicions of Rome, to the 
extent that in 484 a schism occurred between East and West— 
known as the Acacian schism after the Constantinopolitan 
patriarch of the time—which was to last thirty-five years. 

On his accession to the throne in 491 the emperor Anastasius 
(491-518) used the Henoticon as an instrument for effecting unity 
by interpreting it as being in no sense an annulment of the 
definition of Chalcedon. Thus, cities which had a majority of 
Chalcedonians or anti-Chalcedonians he allowed to be governed 


* On popular literature and its revelation of the mentality of the times see 
J.-E. Steppa, John Rufus and the World Vision of Anti-Chalcedonian Culture, Gorgias 
Dissertations. Ancient Christian Studies, 1 (Piscataway, NJ: Gorgias Press, 2002). 

* The text as preserved in Evagrius, HE III.14, is translated by Whitby, 147-9. On 
the significance of the Henotikon for the history of post-Chalcedonian christology 
see H. C. Brennecke, “Chalkedonense und Henotikon: Bemerkungen zum ProzeB 
der dstlichen Rezeption der christologischen Formel von Chalkedon’, in J. van Oort 
and J. Roldanus (eds.), Chalkedon: Geschichte und Aktualitat. Studien zu Rezeption der 
christologischen Formel von Chalkedon, Studien der Patristischen Arbeitsgemeinschalt, 
4 (Leuven: Peeters, 1997), 24-53- 
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by bishops sympathetic to their stance. As a policy, however, this 
caused confusion and polarization, and eventually Anastasius 
commissioned a Typos or Regulation, which was to be imitated in 
the seventh century, whereby Chalcedon and the Tome of Leo 
were explicitly anathematized.” The Typos was drawn up by the 
anti-Chalcedonian monk Severus, future patriarch of Antioch, 
and it was probably not given the status of an official policy. 

Severus had arrived in the capital in 508 with an entourage of 
200 Palestinian monks to seek the emperor’s protection for anti- 
Chalcedonians, who were being harassed by their opponents in 
the region. Before Severus’ arrival, the militant anti-Chalcedonian 
bishop Philoxenus of Mabbog in Syria had left Constantinople, 
where he had participated in a synod of anti-Chalcedonians 
convened by Anastasius. Both Philoxenus and the younger 
Severus would be content only with an outright condemnation of 
Chalcedon, and they developed a theological partnership which 
has been described as a turning-point in the history of incarna- 
tional theology.’ Between them they were to galvanize the politics 
and the theological vocabulary of the anti-Chalcedonian cause. 
Severus in particular, who was the first anti-Chalcedonian to treat 
expressly the problem of activities (energeta’) in Christ, was to 
remain a significant and contentious figure in the debate about 
the council of 451 into the seventh century, where both supporters 
and enemies of the doctrine of monoenergism, or one activity in 
Christ, claimed him for their side." 

In the face of the determined opposition of Philoxenus and 
Severus, some moderate adherents of Chalcedon were almost 


* For an extract from the Typos see C. Moeller, ‘Un fragment du Type de 
Vempereur Anastase I’, Studia Patristica, 3/1= Texte und Untersuchungen, 78 (Berlin: 
Akademie Verlag, 1961), 240-7. For an assessment of the document’s contents sce 
Grillmeier, CCT 2/1, 273-9. 

” C. Moeller, ‘Le Chalcédonisme et le néo-Chalcédonisme en Orient de 451 a la 
fin du VI siecle’, in Grillmeier and Bacht, i. 637-720, at 670. 

* On Severus see J. Lebon, Le Monophysisme sévérien (Louvain: J. Van Linthout, 1909; 
repr. New York: AMS Press, 1978); id., ‘La Christologie du monophysisme sévérien’, 
in Grillmeier and Bacht, vol. 1, 425-580 (an updated version); in general, P. Allen and 
C. T. R. Hayward, Severus of Antioch: The Early Church Fathers (London and New York: 
Routledge, 2004), with lit. On Philoxenus the classic work is that of A. de Halleux, 
Philoxéne de Mabbog. Sa vie, ses écrits, sa théologie (Louvain: Imprimerie Orientaliste, 1963). 
For the influence of Severus’ views on the debate over one activity of Christ see 
C. Hovorun, |Will, Action and Freedom: Christological Controverstes in the Seventh Century, The 
Medieval Mediterranean, 77 (Leiden: Brill, 2008), 
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forced into some measure of reconciliation. Attempts were made 
to bring the two contentious formulae—‘in two natures’ and ‘from 
two natures’—into alignment, and to demonstrate that Cyril of 
Alexandria, who for the anti-Chalcedonians was the touchstone 
of orthodoxy, was in agreement with Chalcedon and the Tome 
of Leo. This movement, often called neo-Chalcedonianism or 
neo-Cyrillianism, was influential throughout the sixth century and 
gave rise to a substantial number of theological works, among 
which is the emperor Justinian’s edict On the Right Faith. In fact, 
the question of the relationship of Cyril to the Chalcedonian 
definition was to characterize theological debate in the sixth and 
seventh centuries, as both sides claimed the sometimes contrary 
christology of the great Alexandrian as a witness for their stand 
with regard to Chalcedon.” 

Paradoxically, the eirenic policies of the emperor Anastasius 
resulted in the crystallization of the anti-Chalcedonian position 
and the further polarization of both parties in the dispute about 
Chalcedon. On the accession of Justin (518-27) after Anastasius’ 
death in 518, the pro-Chalcedonian populace in Constantinople 
left the new emperor in no doubt about what they wanted—the 
proclamation of the definition of Chalcedon and the banishment 
of the influential Severus. Justin acceded. The four ecumenical 
councils were proclaimed, and the feast of the Council of Chal- 
cedon was inaugurated (16 July 518). The new emperor also began 
repairing relations with the West. While officially Chalcedonian 
orthodoxy was triumphant, Egypt remained uncompromisingly 
opposed to Chalcedon, and became the place of asylum for 
anti-Chalcedonians like Severus when they were banished or 
persecuted. Justin’s successor, his nephew Justinian (527-65), 
gradually relaxed the persecution of anti-Chalcedonians, but he 
was determined to end the split between adherents and opponents 
of the council of 451 by far-reaching administrative measures 
and ecclesiastical policies. Nevertheless, the polarization of both 


* On Cyril’s contrary christologies see further Grillmeier, CCT 2/2, 23; on the 
connection between neo-Chalcedonianism and seventh-century christological debate 
see K.-H. Uthemann, ‘Der Neuchalkedonismus als Vorbereitung des Monotheletis- 
mus. Ein Beitrag zum eigentlichen Anliegen des Neuchalkedonismus’, Studia Patristica, 
2g (Leuven: Peeters, 1997), 373-413. For an overview of other suggestions regarding 
the theological antecedents of seventh-century debate see D. Bathrellos, The Byzantine 
Christ: Person, Nature, and Will in the Christology of Saint Maximus the Confessor (Oxford: 
Oxford University Press, 2004), 89-97, with lit. 
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parties went a step further in about 530, when the anti- 
Chalcedonian bishop John of Tella began to ordain a separate 
clergy—a step which was to lead eventually to the separation of 
the anti-Chalcedonian churches. In 542/3 the first anti- 
Chalcedonian bishops were ordained by Theodosius, the succes- 
sor of Severus as leader of this party: Jacob Baradaeus was 
ordained for Edessa and Theodore of Arabia for Bostra. Through 
the missionary efforts of Jacob in particular the  anti- 
Chalcedonian church was consolidated from Asia Minor to 
Nubia. This affiliation of churches in Syria came to be known as 
‘Jacobite’."” 

In his efforts to unify the empire, Justinian was personally 
involved in the debate over the council of 451, composing several 
edicts, and embracing the theopaschite formula of the Trisagion 
in every christological document which appeared during his 
reign. In an embryonic form, the issue of the activities (energeiat) 
of Christ was thus introduced into theological debate." In 544. 
he published an edict condemning the Three Chapters, which is 
no longer extant.'* The term “Three Chapters’ referred to: 
(1) the person and works of Theodore of Mopsuestia (d. 428), 
the teacher of Nestorius; (2) the works of Theodoret of Cyrrhus 
(d. ¢.466) against Cyril’s Twelve Chapters against Nestorius;'’ and 
(3) the so-called Letter of Ibas of Edessa (d. 457) to Mari the 
Persian, in which the incarnation of the Word was denied and 
Cyril was presented as a follower of the heretical Apollinaris of 
Laodicea. While the intention in condemning these three works 
was to allay anti-Chalcedonian suspicions about the Nestorianism 
of Chalcedon, it backfired because the edict contained no con- 
demnation of the council itself. In the West the edict was 
considered a betrayal of an ecumenical council. Justinian 
returned to the problem of the Three Chapters in his edict On 
the Right Faith (551), in which he attempted to supplement the 





' See further A. Van Roey, ‘Les Débuts de l’église jacobite’, in Grillmeier and 
Bacht, ii. 339-60. 

'| Noted perceptively by Hovorun, Mill, Action and Freedom, 41-50. 

'* Reconstruction in M. Amelotti and L. M. Zingale, Scritti teologici ed ecclesiastici 
di Giustiniano, Florentina Studiorum Universitas, Legum Iustiniani Imperatoris 
Vocabularium, Subsidia II (Milan: Dott. A. Giuffré, 1977), 129-35. 

'’ Greek text and English trans. in L. R. Wickham (ed. and trans.), Cyril of 
Alexandria: Select Letters, Oxford Early Christian Texts (Oxford: Oxford University 
Press, 1983), 28-33. 
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Chalcedonian definition with Cyrillian terms, particularly 
those of Cyril’s Twelve Chapters against Nestorius. In the 
eleventh, twelfth, and thirteenth anathemata of the edict, the 
emperor once again condemned the Three Chapters, a condem- 
nation which was to be repeated at the councils of 553 and 
680/1.'* The influence of this edict in christological controversy 
continued into the seventh century." 

Meanwhile the anti-Chalcedonian churches were increasingly 
dogged by internal divisions. During his exile in Egypt, Severus 
of Antioch had locked horns with the banished bishop of Hali- 
carnassus, Julian, according to whom calling Christ’s body ‘cor- 
ruptible’ ( phthartos) or subject to human suffering was tantamount 
to saying that Christ’s suffering was caused by sin. While Julian’s 
doctrine, ‘aphthartodocetism’ as it was dubbed by its detractors, 
was rejected by many adherents and opponents of Chalcedon, 
it also attracted a substantial number of Christians, especially 
in Armenia and in Alexandria, where they came to be known 
as Gaianites.'" The most famous adherent was the emperor 
Justinian himself, who embraced the doctrine shortly before his 
death.” 

From the anti-Julianist party in Alexandria came the anti- 
Chalcedonian deacon Themistius, who in the 530s promulgated 
in Constantinople his doctrine concerning the ignorance of 
Christ: just as Christ’s body was subject to death and corruption, 
so also was his human mind finite and subject to ignorance. 
Although this doctrine was fundamentally Severan and relied on 
the idea of one activity in Christ, it outraged anti-Chalcedonians, 
who soon called Themistius and his followers ‘Agnoetai’ or those 
who do not know. It seems that Chalcedonians were also attracted 
by this doctrine and that Justinian promulgated an edict against 
it. However, agnoetic teaching certainly continued to the end of 


'* Text in Schwartz, 92, 26-94, 33; trans. Wesche, 183-5. For the condemnations 
see Tanner, i., *107-22 and *124-5. 

“For an assessment of this edict see Grillmeier, CCT 2/2, 425-38; cf. 474, ‘really a 
balanced document’. On the whole episode of the Three Chapters see C. Chazelle 
and C, Cubitt (eds.), The Crises of the Otkumene: The ‘Three Chapters’ and the Failed Quest for 
Unity in the Sixth-Century Mediterranean (Turnhout: Brepols, 2006). 

© On Julianism in general see R. Draguet (ed. and trans.), Julien d’Halicarnasse et sa 
controverse avec Sévére d’Antioche sur Vincorruptibilité du corps du Christ (Louvain: Imprimerie 
P. Smeesters, 1924); Grillmeier, CCT 2/2, 79-111; 2/4, 45-52, on Gaianites. 

" Evagrius, HETV.39. 
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the sixth century,'* if not later, and Themistius, together with 
Apollinaris of Laodicea and Severus, was condemned by the 
council of 680/1."" 

The splintering of the anti-Chalcedonians did not stop with 
the Julianists and the Agnoetai. In around 557 a certain John 
Askotzangés started to teach that in the divinity there are three 
substances or natures, just as there are three hypostases. John’s 
disciple, the Alexandrian intellectual John Philoponus, was to 
become the main exponent of this doctrine, which was an attempt 
to align anti-Chalcedonian christology and _ trinitarian ter- 
minology by using Aristotelian terms.”’ Despite the fact that this 
resulted in a merely verbal tritheism, its adherents were called 
disparagingly ‘tritheists’, and between 560 and 564 Theodosius, 
the successor of Severus of Antioch as leader of the anti- 
Chalcedonian party, was forced to intervene and refute the 
doctrine in a substantial tractate. After this point the history of 
tritheism goes hand in hand with the activities of Paul of Beit 
Ukkame (the Black), whose consecration as anti-Chalcedonian 
patriarch of Antioch in ¢.557 was to have far-reaching con- 
sequences for the anti-Chalcedonian movement until well into the 
seventh century.” 

Paul’s election, which took place at the request of Theodosius, 
was an unpopular move among adherents of the one-nature 
christology, for reasons which we cannot entirely explain, and 
led quickly to a schism between bishop Jacob Baradaeus and his 
followers (Jacobites) and the supporters of Paul, called ‘Paulites’. 


"See further A. Van Roey and P. Allen, Monophysite Texts of the Sixth Century, 
Orientalia Lovaniensia Analecta, 56 (Leuven: Uitgeverij Peeters and Departement 
Oriéntalistiek, 1994), I-102, with lit.; Grillmeier, CCT 2/2, 362-84. On the edict see 
S. Brock, ‘A Monothelete Florilegium in Syriac’, in C. Laga, J. A. Munitiz, and 
L. Van Rompay (eds.), Afler Chalcedon: Studies in Theology and Church History Offered to 
Professor Albert Van Roey for His Seventieth Birthday, Orientalia Lovaniensia Analecta, 
18 (Leuven: Departement Oriéntalistiek and Peeters, 1985), 35-45, at 38-9. 

"© See Tanner, i. *126. 

*’ On Philoponus see U. M. Lang, John Philoponus and the Controversy over Chalcedon in 
the Sixth Century: A Study and Translation of the Arbiter, Spicilegium Sacrum Lovaniense, 
47 (Leuven: Peeters, 2001). 

*' For the details of Paul’s patriarchate see Frend, Monophysite Movement, 323-8. On 
the remarkable dossier which survives in defence of Paul see J.-B. Chabot, Documenta 
ad origines monophysitarum illustrandas, Corpus Scriptorum Christianorum Orientalium, 
17 (Louvain: Sécretariat du CorpusSCO, 1908), text; 103 (Louvain: Sécretariat du 
CorpusSCO, 1933); trans., analysis, and commentary in Van Roey and Allen, Mono- 
physite Texts, 265-303. 
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Eventually Paul was anathematized by the patriarch Damian of 
Alexandria, while the Jacobites took matters into their own hands 
and in 581 consecrated Peter of Callinicum patriarch of Antioch. 
Peter and Damian came to blows when the former criticized the 
latter’s treatise against tritheism.”” This episode, characterized by 
futile and tempestuous meetings between the two patriarchs, led 
to a rupture between their churches, which was to last until their 
successors were able to restore unity of a sort in 616.°° 
Meanwhile, disruption of another sort had been occurring in 
monastic circles in Palestine. Following ideas attributed to the con- 
troversial third-century theologian Origen, some monks believed 
that in the apokatastasis, or restoration of all things at the end of 
time, all would be equal to Christ; others, believing in the pre- 
existence of the soul, maintained that the pre-existent human 
soul of Christ was the first-born of all creation. A third group 
vehemently opposed these so-called Origenists. Controversy 
over the supposed ideas of Origen was not new,” but this time 
matters came to such a pass that in 543 Justinian himself wrote a 
tract against Origen and Origenists, containing nine anathemata 
on Origenistic doctrine. This work was ratified by a synod in 
the following year, and at the Fifth Ecumenical Council in 


* See R. Y. Ebied, ‘Peter of Callinicum and Damian of Alexandria: The End of a 
Friendship’, in R. H. Fischer (ed.), A Tribute to Arthur Vodbus: Studies in Early Christian 
Literature and tts Environment (Chicago: Lutheran School of Theology at Chicago, 
1977), 277-82. For the Syriac text and English trans. of Peter’s work see R. Y. Ebied, 
L. R. Wickham, and A. Van Roey (ed. and trans.), Petrus Callinicensis: Tractatus contra 
Damianum, Corpus Christianorum Series Graeca, 29, 32, 35, and 54 (Turnhout: 
Brepols, 1994, 1996, 1998, and 2004). 

*’ On tritheism and reaction to it see A. Van Roey, ‘La Controverse trithéite 
jusqu’a l’excommunication de Conon et d’Eugéne (557-569), Orientalia Lovaniensia 
Periodica, 16 (1985), 141-65; Van Roey and Allen, Monophysite Texts, 122-63; Grillmeier, 
Jesus der Christus 2/3, 279-91. On John Philoponus see Grillmeier, CCT 2/4, 107—46 (by 
'T. Hainthaler). On the rift between Alexandria and Antioch, still useful is J. Maspero, 
Histoire des patriarches d’Alexandrie depuis la mort de Vempereur Anastase jusqu’a la réconciliation 
des églises Jacobites (518-616), rev. A. Fortesque and G. Weit, Bibliotheque de Ecole 
des Hautes Etudes, fasc. 237 (Paris: Librarie Ancienne E. Champion, 1923). 

* For an overview of controversies see R. Williams, ‘Origenes/Origenismus’, 
Theologische Realenzyklopadie, 25 (Berlin and New York: W. de Gruyter, 1995), 397-420: 
on fourth-century controversy see E. A. Clark, The Origenist Controversy: The Cultural 
Construction of an Early Christian Debate (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1992); for 
the sixth century see the pioneering work of F Diekamp, Die origenistischen Streitigheiten 
im sechsten Jahrhundert und das fiinfle allgemeine Concil (Miinster: Aschendorffsche Buch- 
handlung, 1899); D. Hombergen, The Second Origenist Controversy: A New Perspective on 
Cyril of Scythopolis’ Monastic Biographies as Historical Sources for Sixth-Century Origenism, 
Studia Anselmiana, 132 (Rome: Pontificio Ateneo S. Anselmo, 2001), with further lit. 
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Constantinople in 553 Origen and his works were condemned, 
together with his disciples Evagrius of Pontus (¢.346—99) and 
Didymus the Blind (d. ¢.398). Echoes of these Origenist troubles 
would resound in seventh-century theological debate.” 

Among Justinian’s last endeavours in the ecclesiastical arena 
was the convocation of the Fifth Ecumenical Council in 553. It is 
no surprise that this gathering ratified all the emperor’s religious 
policies and proclaimed four councils, the theopaschite formula, 
the orthodoxy of the Cyrillian christological tradition, and the 
Cyrillian or neo-Chalcedonian understanding of Chalcedon.” It 
also condemned the Three Chapters once more. Because at this 
gathering the West was under-represented, and Pope Vigilius was 
under house arrest for its duration, it succeeded only in driving 
another wedge between East and West.” 

Justinian’s vigorous ecclesiastical policies having failed to 
produce unity between Chalcedonians and anti-Chalcedonians, 
the emperor Justin II (565-78) initially tried conciliatory ploys, 
whereby, for example, the creed of Constantinople I (381) was 
read aloud at liturgies, thus leaving Ephesus and Chalcedon in 
abeyance. After various generous attempts to reconcile anti- 
Chalcedonians, in 571 the emperor published an edict, some- 
times known as the Second Henoticon, which was couched in 
Chalcedonian terms but contained no mention of the council of 
451. When this, too, failed, Justin began to persecute opponents 
of Chalcedon.” 

Under Justin II’s successors, Tiberius (578-82) and Maurice 
(582-602), the empire was increasingly beset by wars in the 
Balkans and against Persia, and, given the seeming hopelessness 
of reconciling Chalcedonians and anti-Chalcedonians, formal 
negotiations with the latter were abandoned. Stability among 
this latter group was further threatened in 584, when the anti- 
Chalcedonian leader of the Arab federation and protector of the 


* On this episode see Chitty, The Desert a City, 123-9; Grillmeier, CCT 2/2, 
385-410. 

** On this council see Murphy and Sherwood, Aonstantinopel HT und III, 106-59; 
P.T. R. Gray, The Defense of Chalcedon in the East (451-553) (Leiden: Brill, 1979), 68-73: 
Grillmeier, CCT 2/2, 438-62. 

*? See further Herrin, The Formation of Christendom, 121-7. 

“ For more details see Frend, Monophysite Movement, 317-23; Allen, ‘Definition and 
Enforcement’, 828-30. For an English trans. of the Second Henoticon, preserved in 
Evagrius, HE V.4, see Whitby, 257-61. 
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eastern border, the prince al-Moundhir, fell under suspicion of 
treachery to the Byzantine state, and many members of Arab 
tribes joimed the Persians, thus posing problems for the strategic 
safety of the empire. 

After an eight-year reign by the tyrant Phocas, the emperor 
Heraclius (610-41) inherited an empire which, ecclesiastically 
speaking, was fraught with dangers.” There was an enduring split 
between the strategically crucial anti-Chalcedonian patriarchates 
of Antioch and Alexandria, which had begun in the 580s under 
the patriarchs Peter of Antioch (formerly of Callinicum) and 
Damian of Alexandria, and rendered any hope of rapprochement 
between Chalcedonians and a unified anti-Chalcedonian bloc 
seemingly beyond reach. Like Justinian, Heraclius was not in 
favour of religious pluralism, and this explains the concerted 
efforts towards ecclesiastical unity during his reign, and, in par- 
ticular, the doctrine of monoenergism, or one activity (energeia) 
in Christ, which he championed. Aided by the politically astute 
Sergius, patriarch of Constantinople, the emperor proposed a 
christological formula which was designed to be acceptable to 
both parties in the dispute about Chalcedon. Fathers on both 
sides had used this language, which had the advantage also of 
deflecting debate from the issue of one or two natures in Christ, 
and monoenergist doctrine seems to have had at least some of its 
roots in neo-Chalcedonianisn or neo-Cyrillianism—as indeed did 
dyoenergist doctrine. It would be a mistake, however, to assume 
that the theological implications of the monoenergist formula had 
been fully realized by either Heraclius or Sergius, although a 
number of theologians had been consulted on the matter. Indeed, 
as the dossier of monoenergist documents in this volume indi- 
cates, with the exception of the Synodical Letter of the patriarch 
Sophronius of Jerusalem (634—9), there was little sustained theo- 
logical discussion in written form on the expression ‘one activity in 
Christ’. A monoenergist document, called variously Pact of Union, 


** On the reign of Heraclius in general see A. N. Stratos, Byzantium in the Seventh 
Century, 5 vols., English trans. M. Ogilvie-Grant (Amsterdam: Hakkert, 1968-80); 
J. E Haldon, Byzantium in the Seventh Century: The Transformation of a Culture, 2"’ edn. 
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1997); G. J. Reinink and B. H. Stolte (eds.), 
The Reign of Heraclius (610-641): Crisis and Confrontation (Leuven, Paris, and Dudley, 
Mass.: Peeters, 2002); W. E. Kaegi, Heraclius Emperor of Byzantium (Cambridge: 
Cambridge University Press, 2003). 
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Announcement,” and Nine Chapters, was published in Alexandria by 
Cyrus, the local patriarch, in June 633,*' but, after objections by 
Sophronius, soon to be patriarch of Jerusalem, in the same year 
it was modified by the patriarch Sergius in another document, the 
Psephos or Resolution, which outlawed any discussion of one or 
two activities in Christ, as well as the possibility of two contrary 
wills. Shortly after this the bishop of Rome, Honorius (625~38), 
entered the theological debate, speaking of ‘one will of our Lord 
Jesus Christ’, an expression which was to secure him an invidious 
reputation as the founder of the monothelete heresy, or the 
doctrine of one will in Christ which was inexorably intertwined 
with monoenergism. While the monoenergist compromise was 
successful in some areas for a short time, as we shall see in detail 
below, it was ultimately a failure, and was replaced by the doctrine 
of monotheletism in a document called the F&thesis or State- 
ment,” which was drafted by the patriarch Sergius in 638. To be 
noted, however, is the fact that the one energeia in Christ is still 
subliminally present in monothelete documents.”’ Maximus 
the Confessor, the disciple of Sophronius, strenuously opposed 
monothelitism, even in the face of another edict, the Typos or 
Regulation, which was issued in 647/8 and outlawed any mention 
of one or two activities or wills in Christ. The Typos engendered 
such opposition in both East and West that a synod was convened 
by Pope Martin in October 649 to condemn both it and the 
Ekthesis. At this Lateran Synod, where Maximus and eastern 
monks played a prominent role behind the scenes, various 
documents pertaining to the monoenergist and monothelete 
debate were read out, or at least recorded, and the patriarchs of 
Constantinople, who had instigated the converging doctrines, 
were anathematized together with their writings and followers.” 
This condemnation was not taken kindly in the East, and 


“This term is used to translate the Greek Anpodopia. 

‘' Document 3 in the monoenergist dossier, Part 3 below. 

* Document 9 in the monoenergist dossier, Part 3 below. 

“’ On this see Hovorun, Mill, Action and Freedom, 163-7. 

See in particular R. Riedinger, ‘Die Lateranakten von 649: ein Werk der 
Byzantiner um Maximos Homologetes’, Byzantina, 13 (1985). 517-34 Aleine Schriften, 
nr. XV, 223-38. Cf. P. Conte, Chiesa e primato nelle lettere dei papi del secolo VII (Milan: 
Editrice Vita e Pensiero, 1971). 

* On the Lateran Council see Murphy and Sherwood, Aonstantinopel I und HI, 
212-87; Allen and Neil, Maximus and Companions, 19-21. 
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eventually led to the arrest and exile of Martin, Maximus, and 
his two disciples. The doctrine of two wills in Christ, which had 
been so strenuously championed by Maximus and Martin, was 
vindicated at the Sixth Ecumenical Council in Constantinople of 
680/1, where again many documents pertaining to the mono- 
energist-monothelete debate were scrutinized, authenticated, or 
read aloud, thus ensuring their preservation.” While the issues of 
monoenergism and monotheletism brought the christological 
debates of the early church to a close, there was a brief resurgence 
of monothelete doctrine in the reign of the emperor Philippikos 
Bardanes (711-19). 

Although they concentrate on the monoenergist dispute, the 
translated documents in this volume cannot but be relevant to 
the next phase of the dispute, namely monotheletism. The two 
doctrines, inexorably intertwined as has been stated above, 
were not brought into an explicit relationship by the political 
and ecclesiastical architects of monoenergism only because the 
architects focused on the energeta of Christ, as did the Severans 
or anti-Chalcedonians, with whom a rapprochement was keenly 
sought. 


1.2 SOPHIST, MONK, AND PATRIARCH 


We come now to the biography of Sophronius, one of the 
most influential figures spanning the ecclesiastical troubles in East 
and West from the sixth to the seventh centuries. It was only in 
the twentieth century that the identification of Sophronius the 
sophist, and Sophronius the monk and patriarch, was plausibly 


* On the monoenergist and monothelete disputes see the invaluable register of 


documents, with introduction, by Winkelmann, Der Streit, an extension of id., ‘Die 
Quellen zur Erforschung des monenergetisch-monotheletischen Streites’, Alio, 69 
(1987), 515-59, repr. in id., Studien zu Konstantin dem Grofen und zur byzantinischen Rirchenge- 
schichte (Birmingham: University of Birmingham Centre for Byzantine, Ottoman and 
Modern Greek Studies, 1993), no. 7; Allen and Neil, Maximus and Companions; and 
B. Neil, Seventh-Century Popes and Martyrs: The Political Hagiography of Anastasius Biblio- 
thecarius, Studia Antiqua Australiensia, 2 (Turnhout: Brepols; Macquarie University, 
NSW: Macquarie University, 2006). On monotheletism and Maximus see G. Bausen- 
hart, ‘Jn allem uns gleich aufer der Stinde’. Studien zum Beitrag Maximos’ des Bekenners zur 
altkirchlichen Christologe, Tibinger Studien zur ‘Theologie und Philosophie, 5 (Mainz: 
Matthias-Griinewald-Verlag, 1992). On the work of the council of 680/1 see Murphy 
and Sherwood, Aonstantinopel IT und III, 288-91; cf. Allen and Neil, Maximus and 
Companions, 29-30. 
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established.*’ Born at Damascus around 550, Sophronius was to 
become pupil and friend of the Palestinian monk and _hagi- 
ographer John Moschus and master of the theologian Maximus 
the Confessor. He was to lead a long life, involved in ecclesiastical 
disputes concerning the Council of Chalcedon, until his death as 
patriarch of Jerusalem in 638 or 639.” His Syrian pedigree—it is 
possible that he was bilingual’’—was both a determining stylistic 
factor in his literary compositions and an aid to familiarity with 
the developments among Syrian anti-Chalcedonians. Sophronius 
was trained first as a sophist, or a teacher of rhetoric, and 
embraced the monastic life only after being edified by the monas- 
ticism he witnessed while on a visit to Egypt with John Moschus in 
about 578. For many details of his earlier life we are indebted to 
the anonymous Prologue to Moschus’ monastic hagiographical 
work, the Spiritual Meadow or New Paradise (CPG 7376)."" 


*’ Important works dealing with the identification are S. Vailhé, ‘Jean Mosch’, 
Echos d’Orient, 5 (1901-2), 107-16, and id., ‘Sophrone le Sophiste et Sophrone le 
Patriarche’, Revue de l’Onent Chrétien, 7 (1902), 360-85; 8 (1903), 32-69, 356-87; and von 
Schénborn, Sophrone, 239-42. Cf. Chadwick, ‘John Moschus and His Friend’, 50, and 
J.-M. Sansterre, Les Moines grecs et ortentaux @ Rome aux époques byzantine et carolingienne 
(milieu du VT s.~ fin du IX’ s.), Académie Royale de Belgique, Mémoires de la Classe 
des Lettres, 2° série, t. LX'VI, fasc. 1 (Brussels: Palais des Académies, 1983; repr. 1993), 
ii, 110-11, n. 47, Who also document the case against. 

“ For detailed treatments of the biography of Sophronius see Vailhé, ‘Jean Mosch’ 
and ‘Sophrone le Sophiste et Sophrone le Patriarche’; von Schénborn, Sophrone, 53-98 
(with lit.), and Chadwick, ‘John Moschus and His Friend’, 49-59. Cf. C. Schénborn, 
‘Sophrone de Jérusalem (Saint)’, Dictionnaire de Spiritualité, 91 (Paris: Beauchesne, 1988), 
1066-73; G. Réwekamp, ‘Sophronius von Jerusalem’, in $8. Dépp and W. Geerlings 
(eds.), Lextkon der antiken christlichen Literatur (Freiburg, Basel, and Vienna: Herder, 2002), 
647-8. Sophronius’ feast day in the Byzantine calendar is 11 March. On the year of 
his death see below. 

** On this point see von Schénborn, Sophrone, 55. 

*® The text of the Spiritual Meadow (CPG 7376) is found in PG 87 (3), 2852-3112, and 
that of the Prologue in H. Usener, Sonderbare Heilige I. Der heilige Tychon (Leipzig: Formis 
Caroli Georgi Univ. Typogr., 1907), 913. Von Schénborn, Sophrone, 243-4, provides a 
French translation of the latter. See I. Sevéenko’s discussion of the translation and of 
the contents of the Prologue, which make him sceptical about drawing conclusions 
concerning the identity of Sophronius: ‘Storia letteraria. Seminario 2’, in La Civilta 
Bizantina dal IV al LX secolo, Corsi di Studi 1, 1976 (Bari: Universita degli Studi di Bari. 
Centro di Studi Bizantini, 1977), 137-41. A new critical edition of the Spiritual Meadow 
is being completed by Philip Pattenden. Cf. P. Pattenden, “The Text of the Pratum 
Spirituale’, Journal of Theological Studies, Ns, 26 (1975). 38-54. Translations have been 
made on the basis of the text in PG; Giovanni Mosco. Il Prato, trans. R. Maisano, 2“ edn. 
(Naples: M. D’Auria, 2002); The Spiritual Meadow of john Moschus, Cistercian Studies, 
139 (Kalamazoo, Mich.: Cistercian Publications, repr. 2006), trans. J. Wortley; Le Pré 
spirituel, SC 12 (Paris: Cerf, repr. 2006), trans. M. J. Rouét de Journel. See also 
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The trip to Egypt was apparently the first of many travels 
which Sophronius undertook throughout the Mediterranean 
world. It brought him and his friend into contact not only with 
the monks of Egypt, but also with the Chalcedonian patriarch 
Eulogius (580-608), who was active in writing against anti- 
Chalcedonian groups in Alexandria and elsewhere. Furthermore, 
the sojourn gave him prestige among Egyptian Chalcedonians 
and a first-hand knowledge of the Egyptian church which was to 
stand him in good stead in the theological debate about the one 
activity in Christ. 

After returning to Palestine, Sophronius entered the monastery 
of St Theodosius, located on a hilltop north-east of Bethlehem, 
which had been founded about 479, and, like other monasteries 
in Judaea, had fought in the intervening period on behalf of the 
Chalcedonian position.” Like many others, too, the monks of St 
Theodosius had also been anti-Origenist in the controversy in 
Palestine during the reign of Justinian, a fact which clearly influ- 
enced both Sophronius and Maximus."* Equally influential was 
the ten-year period which John and Sophronius spent on Sinai, 
where Moschus found many materials for the Spiritual Meadow. 


P. Pattenden, ‘Johannes Moschus’, Theologische Realenzyklopidie, 17 (Berlin and New 
fork: W. de Gruyter, 1987), 140-4. 


*" See Chitty, The Desert a City, 93-4, on St Theodosius, and 101-22 on the struggle 
for Chalcedon in the fifth century. On Palestine after Chalcedon see L. Perrone, La 
Chiesa di Palestina e le controversie cristologiche. Dal concilio di Efeso (431) al secondo concilio di 
Costantinopoli (553), Testi e ricerche di Scienze religiose pubblicati a cura dell’Istituto 
per le Scienze religiose di Bologna, 18 (Brescia: Paideia Editrice, 1980); on monastic 
activity there see B. Flusin, Saint Anastase le Perse et Vhistoire de la Palestine au début du 
VIT* siécle, vol. 2, Commentaire. Les Moines de Jérusalem et Vinvasion perse (Paris: Editions 
du CNRS, 1992); J. Binns, Ascetics and Ambassadors of Christ: The Monasteries of Palestine, 
314-031 (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1994); J. Patrich, Sabas, Leader of Palestinian Monasti- 
cism: A Comparative Study in Eastern Monasticism, Fourth to Seventh Centuries (Washington, 
DC: Dumbarton Oaks Research Library and Collection, 1995); R. Schick, The Chris- 
tian Communities of Palestine from Byzantine to Islamic Rule: A Historical and Archaeological 
Study (Princeton: Darwin Press, 1995); J.-E. Steppa, John Rufus and the World Vision of 
Anti-Chalcedonian Culture, Grillmeier, Jesus der Christus 2/3, 4-174; J. L. Hevelone- 
Harper, Disciples of the Desert: Monks, Laity, and Spiritual Authority in Sixth-Century Gaza 
(Baltimore and London: Johns Hopkins University Press, 2005); B. Bitton-Ashkelony 
and A. Kofsky, The Monastic School of Gaza, Supplements to Vigiliae Christianae, 78 
(Leiden and Boston: Brill, 2006); and C. B. Horn, Asceticism and Christological Controversy 
in Fifth-Century Palestine: The Career of Peter the Iberian, Oxford Early Christian Studies 
(Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2006). 

* See Sophronius’ detailed renunciation of Origenism in the Synodical Letter 2.4; on 
Maximus’ familiarity with Origenist doctrines see Brock, “Syriac Life’, 321-2. 
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Sinai and the neighbouring bishopric Pharan had close ties his- 
torically and ecclesiastically with both Jerusalem and Alexan- 
dria.** Perhaps the initial ideas of a monoenergist doctrine were 
already in the air while Sophronius and John were in Sinai, since 
the real intellectual author of this doctrine appears to have been 
Theodore, Chalcedonian patriarch of Pharan, who between 
615 and 617 gave his approbation of the doctrine to the emperor 
Heraclius.”* 

From Sinai the two friends returned to Palestine, to the New 
Lavra in Judaea, from where the Origenist monks had been 
expelled after the final session of the Fifth Ecumenical Council on 
2 June 553." However, once again, towards 603, they left Palestine, 
on this occasion unwillingly, before the approach of the Persians. 
Their escape-route was to lead them through Palestine, Syria, and 
Asia Minor to Seleucia, and from there for a second time to 
Egypt. Here they became intimates of another Chalcedonian 
patriarch, John the Almsgiver (610-20), whose biography they 
wrote jointly. Here too Sophronius was cured of an eye ailment, 
apparently through the intercession of Saints Cyrus and John, 
whose shrine was located at Menuthis (Aboukir).*° This prompted 
him to write the Account of the Miracles of Saints Cyrus and John (CPG 
764). 

When Jerusalem fell to the Persians in 614, Sophronius and 
John, in a significant move, made their way from Egypt to Rome. 
As staunch Chalcedonians, they could count on a sympathetic 
reception there among Greek monks.” The ties between Rome 


* On the Sinai area at the beginning of the monoenergist debate see further 
W. Elert, Der Ausgang der altkirchlichen Christologie. Eine Untersuchung tiber Theodor von Pharan 
und seine Zett als Einfithrung in die alte Dogmengeschichte. Aus dem NachlaB herausgegeben 
von Wilhelm Maurer und Elisabeth BergstraBer (Berlin: Lutherisches Verl.-Haus, 
1957), and Grillmeier, Jesus der Christus 2/3, 117-34. 

* See Grillmeier, Jesus der Christus 2/3, 123-4. 

* See Chitty, The Desert a City, 129. 

* Sophronius, Miracles 70; ed. Marcos, 394-400. 

*” See Chadwick, ‘John Moschus and His Friend’, 58. For the view that the pair 
went not to Rome but to New Rome, i.e. Constantinople, see K. Rozemond, ‘Jean 
Mosch, patriarche de Jérusalem en exil (614—634)’, Vigiliae Christianae, 31 (1977), 60-2. 
The argument that John went to Constantinople and died there has been amplified 
by E. Follieri, ‘Dove e quando mori Giovanni Moscho?’, Rivista di Studi bizantini e 
neoellenict, NS, 25 (1988), 4-39, and refuted by A. Louth, ‘Did Moschus Really Die in 
Constantinople?’, Journal of Theological Studies, Ns, 49 (1998), 149-54. Sansterre, Les 
Moines grecs, i. 19, makes the important point that in the seventh century not only 
monks and clergy but also probably laity fled to Rome to escape Persians and Arabs. 
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and Chalcedonian monks from the East were to become signifi- 
cant in the seventh century, as the career of Maximus the Con- 
fessor would demonstrate. Rome would also assume the role of a 
natural ally for the patriarch Sophronius in his political and geo- 
graphical isolation in the see of Jerusalem.” It was in Rome that, 
shortly before his death, John Moschus compiled the hagio- 
graphical materials he had collected into the Spiritual Meadow. 
Sophronius became the literary executor of this work, and also 
had the responsibility of taking his friend’s body to its final 
resting-place on Mount Sinai. In the event, the Arab incursions 
rendered the burial there impossible, and John’s remains were 
conveyed to the monastery of St Theodosius.” 

It seems that Sophronius subsequently remained at St Theodo- 
sius from 619 to about 626, when we find him in North Africa in 
the company of a number of Greek monks, among whom was 
Maximus.” These monks in all probability belonged to the circle 
of John Moschus, and had been forced to flee Egypt before the 
Arab advance.’ It is worth noting that the first documents trans- 
lated in the monoenergist dossier below, namely, the first letter of 
Cyrus of Alexandria to Sergius of Constantinople and Sergius’ 
reply to it, date from the year 626. The push toward a monoener- 
gist doctrine had become overt. 

We next encounter the monk Sophronius in Alexandria in 633, 
just before the union between the Chalcedonians and Theo- 
dosians/Severans (an anti-Chalcedonian group) engineered by 
Cyrus on the basis of the supposedly Dionysian formula of ‘one 
theandric activity’.°* The monk’s concern about this term, which 
soon after was enshrined in the document of union (Announcement 


* See further C. von Schénborn, ‘La Primauté romaine vue d’Orient, pendant la 
querelle du monoénergisme et du monothéletisme (VII* s.)’, Jstina, 20 (1975), 476-90, 
on eastern perspectives of Rome during this period. 

* Spiritual Meadow, Prologue; cf. A. Thanner, Papst Honorius I. (625-638), Studien 
zur Theologie und Geschichte, 4 (St Ottilien: KOS-Verlag, 1989), 183-go0, on Roman 
perspectives of the East at this time. 

* Maximus the Confessor, Letter to Peter the Ilustris, PG 91, 533A (cl. CPG 7699).Von 
Schénborn, Sophrone, 71, however, prolongs Sophronius’ stay in St Theodosius to 628. 
On Maximus Confessor see in general A. Louth, Maximus the Confessor, The Early 
Church Fathers (London and New York: Routledge, 1996); cf. the bibliography com- 
piled by P Van Deun, ‘Maxime le Confesseur. Etat de la question et bibliographie 
exhaustive’, Sacris Erudiri, 38 (1998-9), 485-573; Allen and Neil, Maximus and 
Companions. 

*' See von Schénborn, Sophrone, 75, and Sansterre, Les Moines grecs, i. 60. 

* See the monoenergist dossier, document 6, Part 3 below. 
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(Plerophoria), also known as the Pact of Union and Nine Chapters),”’ led 
him to argue with Cyrus on the issue: he ‘implored, begged, and 
demanded from Cyrus, falling at his feet, not to proclaim any such 
thing’.* Subsequently Sophronius travelled to Constantinople to 
have the patriarch Sergius arbitrate the matter, before he con- 
tinued to Jerusalem.” The holy city had been without a patriarch 
since late 631, when the Chalcedonian Modestus died. The 
ambitious Sergius, bishop of Joppa, however, who was ready to 
accede to imperial designs for unity based on the monoenergist 
formula, had taken over and had been ordaining bishops.” 

Against this background, the election of Sophronius as patri- 
arch must have been seen as a check to imperial ecclesiastical 
policies in Palestine, unless it was conditional on his willingness to 
remain silent on the subject of ‘activities’ in Christ.”” In any case, 
the tenor of his Synodical Letter, which his fellow patriarchs awaited 
after his elevation at the beginning of 634, was going to be crucial. 
The rejection of the letter by Sergius of Constantinople, who 
then attempted to blacken Sophronius to Honorius of Rome, 
marked the beginning of the final stage of monoenergism properly 
speaking. 

On ascending the patriarchal throne, Sophronius found him- 
self threatened by the approach of the Arabs externally, and by 
opposition within the eastern church itself, where the incumbents 
of the other sees were in agreement with the imperial policy for 
ecclesiastical unity based on the monoenergist formula. The new 
patriarch turned to the church where he had previously found 
refuge with his friend John Moschus—the church of Rome. Since 
Sophronius himself was prevented from travelling by the Arab 
incursions, his emissary, Stephen of Dor, went to Rome to alert 
the church there of the innovation on doctrine which had taken 


S See the monoenergist dossier, document 3, Part 3 below. 

* See Maximus the Confessor, excerpt from the Letter to Peter the Illustris, PG 91, 
143CD (= Opuscula theologica et polemica 12, CPG 7697 [12]), a document dating from 
643-4, according to P. Sherwood, An Annotated Date-List of the Works of Maximus the 
Confessor, Studia Anselmiana, 30 (Rome: Herder, 1952), 52 no. 76. Cf. Winkelmann, 
Der Strett, 110-11, nr. 88. 

’ See the monoenergist dossier, document 6, Part 3 below; cf. van Dieten, 
Geschichte, 32. 

** See the testimony of Sophronius’ emissary, Stephen of Dor, at the Lateran 
Council in 649: ACO ser. sec. I, 46, 1-4. 

“This is the surmise of Meyendorff, Jmperial Unity, 354 with n. 60, contra von 
Schénborn, Sophrone, 89. 
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place in the East. The incursions culminated in the surrender of 
Jerusalem by Sophronius to the Arab prince Omar in February 
638. Yet another defeat was to be witnessed by the patriarch 
before his death on 11 March 638 or 639, namely the emperor 
Heraclius’ publication of the Ekthesis or Statement in 638, in 
which all discussion of one or two activities in Christ was forbid- 
den and a doctrine of ‘one will’ was expounded.” Sophronius’ 
fight on behalf of Chalcedonian orthodoxy was to be taken up 
and, with refined argumentation and terminology, continued by 
his disciple Maximus the Confessor, one of the greatest specula- 
tive theologians of the eastern church.” 

If we accept the identification of Sophronius the sophist and 
Sophronius the monk and patriarch, it is possible to attribute a 
variety of literary compositions to the one author. Although 
Sophronius’ sophistic training is evident to a greater or lesser 
degree in all his works, it comes especially to the fore in the ana- 
creontic verses (CPG 7650),”” epigrams (CPG 7651),°' and idiomelic 
verses (CPG 7652), as well as in the panegyrical verses (CPG 7652), 
and in the panegyrical works on Saints Cyrus and John (CPG 
7648)" and John the Theologian (CPG 7648). His hagiographical 
works are the Account of the Miracles of Saints Cyrus and John and the 
Life of John the Almsgiver, the latter, as already mentioned, being 
composed in collaboration with John Moschus. In addition we 
have seven extant homilies (CPG 7637-43), the most arresting of 


“ See the monoenergist dossier, document 9, Part 3 below. On 639 as the year of 
Sophronius’ death see von Schénborn, Sophrone, 97, n. 136; van Dieten, Geschichte, 50, 
proposes 638, and is supported e.g. by Bathrellos, The Byzantine Christ, 64, n. 10, on the 
grounds that it is unlikely that the patriarch Sergius of Constantinople would have 
promulgated the Ekthests while Sophronius was still alive. 

** See further Bathrellos, The Byzantine Christ, and Hovorun, Wall, Action and Freedom. 

” Ed. and trans. M. Gigante, Sophronii Anacreontica, Opuscula. Testi per esercitazioni 
accademiche, 10-12 (Rome: Casa Editrice Gismondi, 1957). 

°*' On which see Alan Cameron, “The Epigrams of Sophronius’, Classical Quarterly, 
Ns, 33 (1983), 284-92= Literature and Society in the Early Byzantine World, no. 7 (London: 
Variorum Reprints, 1985). 

© See the edition by Marcos; cf. J. Duffy, ‘Observations on Sophronius’ Miracles of 
Cyrus and John’, Journal of Theological Studies, Ns, 35 (1984), 71-90; id., “The Miracles of 
Cyrus and John’, /ilinots Classical Studies, 12 (1987), 169-77. The Miracles are used for 
sociological studies by A. M. Orselli, ‘Modelli di cultura cittadina tardoantica: 
lesempio di Sofronio di Gerusalemme’, in Tempo, citta e simbolo. Fra tardoantico e alto 
medtoevo (Ravenna: M. Lapucci—Edizioni del Girasole, 1984), 7-47, and S. R. Holman, 
‘Rich and Poor in Sophronius of Jerusalem’s Miracles of Saints Cyrus and John’, in 
eadem (ed.), Wealth and Poverty in Early Church and Society, Holy Cross Studies in Patristic 
Theology and History, 1 (Grand Rapids, Mich.: BakerAcademic, 2008), 103-24. 
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which is On the Birth of Chnst, delivered on Sunday, 25 December 
634, when the Arabs had the Church of the Nativity in their 
possession.”® Properly speaking, we have only two dogmatic works: 
the Letter to Arcadius of Cyprus (CPG 7636), which survives in a 
Syriac translation, and the Synodical Letter, which receives its first 
annotated English translation below. The Letter to Arcadius seems to 
pre-date the monoenergist dispute,” and deals with the Trisagion 
or Thrice-Holy, the liturgical prayer which was of importance in 
later monoenergist debate. Finally, among the works which may 
be considered authentic, there is a liturgical prayer for the blessing 
of the waters on the feast of the Theophany or Epiphany (6 
January) (CPG 7653). It is possible that in 634/5 Sophronius 
was also responsible for the compilation of a florilegium of 600 
anti-monoenergist citations from the Fathers, in response to the 
challenge thrown to him by Sergius and reported by that patriarch 
in his first letter to Honorius (end of 633 or beginning of 634).”° 
The Synodical Letter is thus the sole surviving work of Sophronius 
where we find a systematic presentation of the patriarch’s 
theology. It is also significant as the only document in the mono- 
energist dispute where we find a sustained presentation of a theo- 
logical case, although the patriarch is understandably reluctant to 
be explicit on the question of one or two activities in Christ. 
Nonetheless, Sophronius’ letter put the monoenergist debate 
publicly on a theological footing, and portrayed monoenergism as 


* On this homily see M. B. Krivov, ‘Adyos es 76 dytov Bdr7iopa, Cocpponna 
Wepycasmmckoro kak Ucrowimk no Ucropuu Dasocsanna Tanecrunpt 
Apa6amn’, Busanmuickui Bpemenuur, 41 (1980), 249-51. John Duffy is presently 
preparing a new edition of Sophronius’ homilies, which have received modern 
translations in both Italian and French: A. Gallico, Sofronio di Gerusalemme. Le omelie, 
Testi patristici (Rome: Citta Nuova, 1991); J. de la Ferriére (introduction, traduction), 
M.-H. Congourdeau (traduction, annotation, etc.), Sophrone de Férusalem. Feétes 
chrétiennes @ Jérusalem (Paris: Migne, 1999). 

Lettre de Sophrone de Jérusalem a Arcadius de Chypre. Version syriaque inédite du texte grec 
perdu. Introduction et traduction francaise, Patrologia Orientalis, 39 (Turnhout: Brepols, 
1978), ed. and trans. M. Albert and C. von Schénborn. On the date see Brock, ‘Syriac 
Life’, 322; on the work see P. Conte, Chiesa e primato nelle lettere det papi del secolo VII 
(Milan: Editrice Vita e Pensiero, 1971), 288-91. 

* Winkelmann, Der Streit, 82-3, nr. 46. See the monoenergist dossier, document 6, 
Part 3 below. For fragments of another work which may belong to Sophronius see 
S. Heid, ‘Eine erbauliche Erzihlung des Sophronios von Jerusalem (BHG 1641b) 
uber die kirchliche Binde- und Lésgewalt iiber Verstorbene’, in W. Bliimer, R. Henke, 
and M. Miilke (eds.), Alvarium. Festschrift fiir Christian Gnilke, Jahrbuch fiir Antike 
und Christentum Erginzungsband, 33 (Miinster, Westphalia: Aschendorflsche 
Verlagsbuchhandlung, 2002), 152-72. 


RELIGIOUS POLITICS OF HERACLIUS 23 


being akin to one-nature christology. As a consequence of this, 
and of Sergius’ rejection of the document, monoenergism as a 
political strategy for achieving unity was made to appear 
inadequate. The translated documents in the monoenergist 
dossier below demonstrate that the protagonists in the dispute had 
already touched on the problem of the will or wills in Christ: it 
was to this aspect of christology that debate was steered by the 
publication of the Fkthesis in 638. 


1.3 THE CONTEXT OF THE SYNODICAL LETTER 


1.3.1 The religious politics of the emperor Heraclius 


Both politically and ecclesiastically the situation which faced 
Heraclius on his succession to imperial power after the demise of 
the tyrant Phocas in 610 was fraught with danger. Not only 
was there an enduring split between the strategically crucial 
patriarchates of Antioch and Alexandria, but stability among 
anti-Chalcedonian groups themselves was threatened by the 
dissolution of the Arab federation in 584, an association in which 
the price Moundhir had acted as patron of anti-Chalcedonians 
and intercessor with the Byzantine government.” Many members 
of the Arab tribes had joined the Persians, seriously affecting both 
the opponents of Chalcedon, whose political arm was now cut off, 
and the strategic safety of the empire. 

Like Justinian, Heraclius was not in favour of religious 
pluralism. This characteristic, combined with the fact that the 
splits between anti-Chalcedonians posed a threat to the safety of 
the empire, beset as it was by the Avars, Persians, and Arabs, 
explains the concerted efforts towards ecclesiastical unity during 
his reign, and, in particular, the monoenergist movement. Aided 
by the politically astute Sergius, patriarch of Constantinople, the 
emperor Heraclius proposed a christological formula which was 
designed to be acceptable to both parties in the dispute about 
Chalcedon—the formula of one ‘activity’ (energeta) in Christ. 
Fathers on both sides had used this language, which had the 
advantage also of deflecting debate from the issue of one or two 


# 


* On the role of these Ghassanid Arabs see I. Shahid, Byzantium and the Arabs in the 
Sixth Century, Vol. 2, Part 1. Toponymy, Monuments, Historical Geography and Frontier Studies 
(Washington, DC: Dumbarton Oaks Research Library and Collection, 2002). 
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natures in Christ. The concept of one activity in Christ had also 
become a cornerstone of faith for the followers of Severus of 
Antioch.” As the dossier of translated monoenergist documents in 
Part 3 indicates, with the exception of Sophronius’ Synodical Letter 
there was little sustained theological debate in written form on the 
expression ‘one activity’, and in fact both sides used the term as if 
they were already agreed upon its meaning.” 

The first major attempt at ecclesiastical unity in Heraclius’ 
reign occurred in 616, when the imperial official Nicetas took a 
hand in the reconciliation of the Antiochene and Alexandrian 
anti-Chalcedonians, who had been at loggerheads since the time 
of Paul the Black.” The Antiochene patriarch Athanasius 
Gammal (594/5-630/1), known as the ‘camel-driver’ to the Greeks, 
travelled to Egypt in the company of a number of his bishops 
and signed a document of union with the Alexandrian patriarch 
Anastasius (604~—19), whose epithet apozygarios or ‘unyoker’ in the 
Synodical Letter (2.6.2) seems to be the invention of Sophronius. 
Although the sophist and monk had left Egypt at the time of the 
Persian advance some two years previously, he would have still 
been well informed about the circumstances of this union, which 
took place during the patriarchate of his admired patron, John the 
Almsgiver. While the source of the Chalcedonian chronographer 
Theophanes ridicules the union as ‘wishy-washy’,”” Sophronius 
derides both parties for attaching themselves ‘to their agreement 
on which they disagreed and which brought no agreement’. The 
epithet ‘unyoker’ which Sophronius applies to Anastasius of 
Alexandria suggests that the latter was responsible for the failure 
of the union, but it may have been chosen to parody Athanasius’ 
soubriquet ‘camel-driver’. The fact that several of the signatories to 
the document of union in 616 are anathematized by Sophronius 
in the Synodical Letter proves once again his familiarity with the 
anti-Chalcedonian churches of Syria and Alexandria. 


* See further Hovorun, Will, Action and Freedom, 51. 

™ Tbid. 108-11. 

“The chief source for this event is Michael the Syrian, Chron. I1.381-94. See 
D. Olster, ‘Chalcedonian and Monophysite: The Union of 616°, Bulletin de la Société 
d’Archéologie Copte, 27 (1985), 93-108. Cf. F. Winkelmann, ‘Agypten und Byzanz vor der 
arabischen Eroberung’, Byzantinoslavica, 40 (1979), 168. 

"A.M, 6121; ed. de Boor, 330, 5-11; trans. and annotated by C. Mango and 
R. Scott, with the assistance of G, Greatrex, The Chronicle of Theophanes Confessor: 
Byzantine and Near Eastern History AD 284-813 (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1997), 461; Life 
of Maximus, PG go, 77C; Neil and Allen, Recension 3, 54-5. 
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The union of 616 was of short duration, possibly not least 
because of the death of Anastasius in 619, but it was not to be 
Heraclius’ only unsuccessful attempt at ecclesiastical unity. After 
peace with the Avars was negotiated in 623/4,”' the emperor 
turned his attention to the Armenian church, which did not 
recognize Chalcedon. His initial meetings with the Armenians 
in 622 culminated in 633 at a synod in Theodosioupolis (Karin 
or Erzerum) in Armenia, where a union was eflected between 
the Armenian and Byzantine churches, and the Armenians, 
with some ambivalence, eventually accepted the Council of 
Chalcedon.” This arrangement, however, terminated after the 
death of Heraclius, when in 648-9 the Synod of Dvin rejected 
the terms of agreement. 

In 631 Heraclius made Cyrus, the bishop of Phasis (Poti) in 
Lazica, Chalcedonian patriarch of Alexandria, and at the same 
time gave him the civil rank of augustalis (prefect). In this move 
the anti-Chalcedonian patriarch Benjamin, who is anathematized 
by Sophronius in the Synodical Letter (2.6.2), was forced to flee the 
city and to live in exile until his death in 665.’* Clearly Cyrus was 
expected to achieve success in bringing about ecclesiastical unity, 
and, indeed, only two years later he was able to report to the 
patriarch Sergius of Constantinople that in large tracts of Egypt 
he had united the anti-Chalcedonian Theodosians with the 
Chalcedonians. This was the union which Sophronius had tried 
unsuccessfully to impede because it rested on the monoenergist 
formula. 

The peace which was negotiated with Persia and which enabled 
the true cross to be returned to Jerusalem” also enabled the 


" On this treaty and its probable date see Kaegi, Heraclius Emperor of Byzantium, 
120-1. 

* Sebeos, Histoire d’Héraclius, ch. 41, trans. F Macler (Paris: Imprimerie Nationale, 
1904), 91~2; The Armenian History Attributed to Sebeos, trans. with notes by R. W. Thomson. 
Historical commentary by J. Howard-Johnston. Assistance from T. Greenwood, 
Part I. Translation and Notes. Part II. Historical Commentary, Translated Texts for 
Historians, 31 (Liverpool: Liverpool University Press, 1999), i. gt and ii. 228. On the 
date of 633 see Haldon, Byzantium in the Seventh Century, 312; Kaegi, Heraclius Emperor of 
Byzantium, 214-15. Winkelmann, Der Streit, 61-2, nr. 24, favours 631. 

™ For the sources and a discussion of Cyrus’ career see Winkelmann, ‘Agypten 
und Byzanz’, 170-2: cf. Kaegi, Heraclius Emperor of Byzantium, 216. 

* On Benjamin, who led his church under Persian, Byzantine, and Islamic rule, 
see Grillmeier, CCT 2/4, 81-6 (chapter written by Theresia Hainthaler), with lit. 

” On this event see J. W. Drijvers, ‘Heraclius and the Restitutio Crucis: Notes on 
Symbolism and Ideology’, in Reinink and Stolte (eds.), The Reign of Heraclius, 175-90. 
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activities in Christ. Although the work of Menas was subsequently 
rejected by the Sixth Council as spurious, it is certainly genuine, 
and was regarded as such by Cyrus and others to whom Sergius 
had sent it.”’ The same cannot be said of the work On the Trinity and 
the Incarnation by (Ps.) Eulogius, which presupposes a knowledge of 
the monoenergist debate that would have been impossible as early 
as the time of Eulogius of Alexandria (580—604)."" 

A period of about nine years separates Sergius’ reply to Cyrus 
from the next document in the dossier (no. 3), which is the 
Announcement (Plerophoria), Pact of Union, or document of union in 
nine articles of faith promulgated in Alexandria on 3 June 633 
by Cyrus, who, as we have seen, had meanwhile become both 
patriarch and augustalis (prefect).°° The crucial seventh article of 
this text, in which the expression ‘one theandric activity’ is used, 
was read aloud separately at the Lateran synod in 649, and the 
entire document was read out at the thirteenth session of the Sixth 
Council. It was the interpretation of the expression ‘one theandric 
activity’, ascribed to (Ps.) Dionysius the Areopagite, to which 
Sophronius had objected before the promulgation of the 
Announcement. The expression, which appears first on the lips of 
anti-Chalcedonians in 523, is in fact a misquotation of Ps. 
Dionysius’ ‘a new theandric activity’,”” which Sophronius is care- 
ful to quote properly in his Synodical Letter (2.3.16). Otherwise the 
terms of the document of union are Cyrillian, Chalcedonian, 
and, in the anathemata of the ninth article of faith, those of the 
Fifth Ecumenical Council of 553. 

For most of the events which intervened between Cyrus’ 
Second Letter to Sergius and the fifth document in the mono- 
energist dossier, namely Sergius’ Second Letter to Cyrus, we have 
to rely on the Syriac Life of Maximus the Confessor and on Sergius’ 
First Letter to Honorius (document 6 of the dossier). From the 


" See ibid. 45-6, nr. 1. 

"4 See ibid. 50, nr. 7. 

". See ibid. 66, nr. 27. There is a partial English translation in P. Verghese, ‘The 
Monothelete Controversy’, Greek Orthodox Theological Review, 13 (1968), 1g8—200. 

"* Ps. Dionysius, Letter 4 to Gaius the Monk (CPG 6607), PG 3, 1072C; ed. G. Heil and 
A. M. Ritter, Corpus Dionysiacum, vol. 2, Patristische Texte und Studien, 36 (Berlin: 
W. de Gruyter, 1991), 161, line g. For the christology of Ps. Dionysius in general see 
Grillmeier, Jesus der Christus 2/3, 309-56. On the use and significance of the term ‘a 
new theandric activity’ see also A. Louth, Denys the Areopagite, Outstanding Christian 
Thinkers (London and Wilton, Conn.: Allen & Unwin, 1989), 75, and Bausenhart, 
Studien zum Beitrag Maximos’ des Bekenners, 304. 
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Life, in which for the purposes of polemic Sophronius plays a 
subordinate role to his pupil Maximus, we find evidence of the 
epistolary altercation which arose between the future patriarch 
of Jerusalem and Arcadius, archbishop of Cyprus, on the subject 
of the liturgical prayer known as the Trisagion or Thrice-Holy.”” 
According to the Syriac Life, Sophronius eventually wrote to 
Arcadius asking him to invite Cyrus of Alexandria, Honorius of 
Rome, and Sergius of Constantinople to a synod, in order to 
investigate the dissent which had arisen over the ‘Trisagion. 
Arcadius responded by convoking a synod on Cyprus, where 
seemingly the (dyoenergist) doctrine of Sophronius and Maximus 
was anathematized, and a letter to this effect was sent to 
Heraclius. In an early work from this time, Against those who say that 
one activity in Christ is to be confessed (CPG 7697 [5]),"" Maximus took 
up the challenge of the monoenergist party. 

Both Sergius and Heraclius intervened at this point, as we are 
informed by document 6 in the dossier, Sergius’ First Letter 
to Honorius. In a Psephos or Resolution, which can be dated to 
August 633, the patriarch of Constantinople stated that there 
should be no more talk of either one or two activities in Christ, and 
that after the union effected in Alexandria Cyrus should in future 
avoid mention of one or two activities. Likewise, Sophronius was 
to agree henceforth not to speak of one or two activities in Christ. 
It is reasonable to assume that these concessions were made in the 
face of the objections which had been raised by Sophronius and 
Maximus to the doctrine of monoenergism.”’ Sergius’ Psephos was 
ratified soon after by an ordinance (keleusis) promulgated by the 
emperor Heraclius, who forbade discussion on the subject of the 
number of activities in Christ.”” The evidence for this ordinance is 
also contained in Sergius’ First Letter to Honorius. 

Soon after the publication of the Psephos, so Sergius’ First Letter 
to Honorius informs us, Sergius also wrote to Sophronius with 
the order that there should be no future debate about one or 
two activities, and that he should be ‘content with the safe and 
tried-and-true correct teaching of the holy Fathers’.’' According 


"’ These are nrs. 29-34 in Winkelmann, Der Streit, 67~71. 

" Opuscula theologica et dogmatica 5, PG 91, 64—5; Winkelmann, Der Streit, 72-3, nr. 35. 
"© See Winkelmann, Der Streit, 73-4, nr. 36. 

” See ibid. 74, nr. 37. 

*! See ibid. 75, nr. 38. 
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to Sergius, Sophronius was happy with these conditions, and from 
a letter which Maximus wrote to the abbot (egoumenos) Pyrrhus at 
the end of 633 or the beginning of 634, in which Sophronius’ 
disciple accepted the Psephos, we may judge that this was in fact 
the case.’ It appears that in August or September 633 Sergius 
wrote to the emperor via the imperial finance minister (sakellarios) 
concerning the steps he had taken in Sophronius’ regard.” 

At this juncture Sergius composed his Second Letter to Cyrus, 
document 5 in our monoenergist dossier, which was read aloud 
at the Lateran synod.” Although Sergius is clearly writing in reply 
to Cyrus’ Second Letter to him (document 4), the patriarch of 
Constantinople is in fact responding to the contents of the 
Announcement (document 3). Ostensibly quoting verbatim from that 
document, he brings out and commends the main points made 
by Cyrus. The small discrepancies between the text of the 
Announcement and these citations are possibly attributable to the 
manner in which the text has been transmitted, rather than to 
deliberate changes on Sergius’ part. One instance is, however, 
striking: whereas in Article VII Cyrus had written the supposedly 
Dionysian term ‘one theandric activity’, Sergius renders this with 
the bald expression ‘one activity’. For the rest, the emphasis in the 
letter is on the unity of Christ’s natures. Cyrus is commended for 
his ‘orthodox teaching’, which is put in the context of Heraclius’ 
attempts to make ecclesiastical peace. 

As we have already seen, the sixth document in the mono- 
energist dossier, Sergius’ First Letter to Honorius, which dates 
from the end of 633 or the beginning of 634, is of crucial impor- 
tance for a reconstruction of the monoenergist debate and the 
part played by Sophronius in it.” It also marks the first step in 
the correspondence with Honorius that was to have dire con- 


© Letter 19 (cf. CPG 7699), PG 91, 58gC-98B. See further Winkelmann, Der Streit, 
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sequences for the bishop of Rome. Like document 2 in the dossier, 
with which it has points in common, it was read aloud at the 
twelfth session of the Sixth Council. It is fortunate for the his- 
torian that in his letter Sergius takes considerable pains to inform 
Honorius of the details in the course of events regarding the 
monoenergist debate from his own point of view, which includes a 
negative attitude to Sophronius. As in his First Letter to Cyrus, 
here too Sergius relates the dispute which Heraclius had with 
Bishop Paul the One-eyed and refers to the letter which Menas of 
Jonstantinople wrote to Vigilius of Rome. Our knowledge of the 
movements of Sophronius immediately before and after the pub- 
lication of the Announcement we owe to Sergius here. An important 
part of the letter summarizing the contents of the Psephos deals 
with the difficulties which have arisen concerning the expression 
‘one activity’, which is said to alienate and confuse some who 
hear it, even if it was used by some of the Fathers. Similarly, the 
expression ‘two activities’ is inadmissable, because it was not used 
by the Fathers. Since the terms ‘activity’ and ‘will’ were used in 
strict correlation in christological debate,”” Sergius continues 
with an explicit condemnation of the expression ‘two wills’, and 
emphasizes that it is the one Christ who acts. It was this stand 
which was to be taken by Honorius to its logical conclusion in his 
reply to Sergius’ letter. The stand of the patriarch of Constan- 
tinople is also repeated in document 9 of the dossier, the Ekthesvs. 
The seventh document in the monoenergist dossier, Honorius’ 
First Letter to Sergius, was also read out at the twelfth session 
of the Sixth Council.” Like his Second Letter to Sergius, this 
survives in its most complete form in a Greek translation of the 
Latin original. In turgid prose, with a patchwork of scriptural 
citations, the bishop of Rome acknowledges receipt of Sergius’ 
letter and echoes his sentiments about Sophronius. At the same 
time Honorius bears witness to the letter which Sergius wrote to 
Sophronius after the publication of the ordinance (keleusis).”° In 
the course of repudiating the expression ‘two activities’ which 
Sophronius had used and stressing the primacy of the union of 
the two natures in Christ, Honorius injudiciously adds that ‘we 
confess one will (thelema) in our Lord Jesus Christ’. At the end of 
his letter the bishop urges Sergius to avoid the expressions ‘one 
*" See Carcione, ‘Enérgheia’, 265-73. 
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activity’ or ‘two activities’. With the statement of the one will in 
Christ the monoenergist debate was destined to change direction: 
four years later the publication of the Ekthests was to be the official 
announcement of monotheletism. Given the correlation of the 
terms ‘activity’ and ‘will’ in christological debate, however, the 
issues remained in part the same, and continued to be bedevilled 
by a confusion over whether the terms related to the person or the 
natures in Christ. Lacking in theological sophistication, Honorius 
was unable to calculate the potential effect of his declaration of 
‘one will’, much less to envisage the sentence of anathema which 
was passed on him for this monothelete utterance by the council 
of 680/1.”" 

When events had already come to such a pass, the terminology 
of Sophronius’ Synodical Letter, which is chronologically the next 
document in the monoenergist dispute, seems almost superseded. 
The patriarch of Jerusalem makes no reference to the union of 
633 or to the Psephos; he subordinates activity to nature, showing 
implicitly that the doctrine of two activities is a logical con- 
sequence of the doctrine of two natures.'”’ Equally pointedly, he 
uses the expression ‘a new and theandric activity’ of the incarnate 
Christ, as opposed to the version ‘one theandric activity’, which he 
links with opponents of Chalcedon, and to Sergius’ ‘one activity’. 
From this time on ‘a new theandric activity’ became part of the 
vocabulary of orthodoxy.'°' While Sophronius does not mention 
‘two activities’ explicitly, his rejection of the expression ‘one activ- 
ity’, together with the Chalcedonian tone of his Leéter, leaves his 
position with regard to monoenergism in no doubt. This con- 
clusion is substantiated by Photius’ information that after the 
composition of his synodika in late 634 the patriarch of Jerusalem 
also turned to compiling a florilegium of 600 citations from the 
Fathers in order to refute the monoenergists.'"* We are told by 
another later source that the contents of Sophronius’ Synodical 
Letter were approved by a synod of bishops in Jerusalem after its 


© See G. Kreuzer, Die Honoriusfrage im Mittelalter und in der Neuzeit, Papste und 
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' See E. Caspar, ‘Die Lateransynode von 649’, Zeitschrift fiir Karchengeschichte, 
51 (1932), 96. 
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promulgation.'”? At the council of 680/1 the document was 
declared to be ‘in accordance with the true faith and with apos- 
tolic teachings, and with the teachings of the holy and approved 
Fathers’.'"* 

The eighth document in the monoenergist dossier, Honorius’ 
Second Letter to Sergius, which dates to 634/5, advises us that the 
bishop of Rome had written to both Sophronius and Cyrus to 
persuade them to avoid the proclamation of ‘two activities’ and 
to acquiesce in the terms of the Psephos. The Second Letter is 
transmitted only in the fragments read out at the thirteenth 
session of the Sixth Council.'”” 

With the promulgation of the Ekthesis or Statement, the last 
document in the monoenergist dossier, the debate shifts from the 
terminology associated with the activity or activities in Christ to 
that of the will or wills.'“’ Composed by Sergius some time before 
its publication in 638,'’ and subsequently read aloud at the 
Lateran synod, the document has much in common with the con- 
tents of the Psephos as reported by Sergius in his First Letter to 
Honorius,'”* as well as with Justinian’s edict On the Right Faith.'“° 
All talk of one or two activities is outlawed; the expression ‘two 
activities’ is singled out as being more Nestorian than Nestorius, 
who did not dare to introduce the concomitant ‘two wills’; and 
one will is confessed in Christ. In November of the same year as its 
promulgation the Ekthesis achieved the status of law, and penalties 
were set down for those who did not abide by its contents.''’ How 
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unsuccessful Heraclius (d. 641) and his successors were in 
enforcing ecclesiastical unity can be judged from the fact that, 
despite the death of Sophronius, opposition to the Ekthests 
increased, particularly in the West, and the edict was rescinded 
only ten years later by the Typos or Regulation. 


I.4 CONTENT AND STYLE OF THE SYNODICAL LETTER 


1.4.1. Introduction 


Sophronius’ introduction to his Synodical Letter is highly rhetorical 
in tone. The patriarch contrasts the tranquillity of his former 
life with the burdens of the patriarchal office, calling on Job to 
corroborate his statements on changing fortunes. Job 29: 2—10 is 
then quoted, which Sophronius elaborates by means of eleven 
clauses beginning with the word ‘when’ (2.1.4). In an exagger- 
ation, he claims that his present lack of tranquillity has been 
caused by the ‘tyrannous methods’ of the clergy, monks, and laity 
of Jerusalem, who have forced him physically (sc. to become their 
patriarch), for reasons which Sophronius does not know or under- 
stand (2.1.5). This is to be taken as a modesty topos, in that the 
new patriarch is claiming his unworthiness to be elected, rather 
than pretending ignorance of the political circumstances of his 
elevation to office. In a captatio benevolentiae Sophronius requests 
Sergius’ help and support as both father and brother, promising 
on his part to maintain close ties with the patriarch of Constanti- 
nople and to be of like mind with him in matters of faith. Next 
Sophronius broaches the custom of the synodical letter, which, 
according to him, is the product of an apostolic and ancient 
tradition (2.1.6), and in keeping with which those who are just 
beginning their hierarchical office refer to their peers concerning 
what they believe in matters of faith. Paul is made the model for 
this custom on the grounds that he too went to Jerusalem and 
‘subjected himself to the holy disciples who were ahead of him’. 
Sophronius also follows this custom, which is ‘corroborated by 
apostolic argument’, and he is sending his profession of faith to 
Sergius to be tested. Sophronius’ beliefs have been formed also by 
the preaching of Sergius. 
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1.4.2. Trinitarian profession of faith''' 


Sophronius opens his trinitarian profession of faith with state- 
ments which are predominantly from the Creed of Nicaea (325), 
supplemented by the additions of the Council of Constantinople 
(381) on the procession of the Spirit from the Father (2.2.1). 
Implicit in this section is a rebuttal of tritheism, the doctrine 
which developed in the sixth century among the anti- 
Chalcedonians in Syria and Egypt, as discussed above. This 
doctrine, or at least its memory, endured into the seventh century, 
but for Chalcedonians such as Sophronius tritheism is synono- 
mous with John Philoponus, and they are not informed about 
the early stages of the development of the doctrine.'” Stressing 
the unity of the Trinity and its three hypostases in terms similar to 
those in Justinian’s tract On the Right Faith (2.2.2),''’ Sophronius 
excludes a unity in the Trinity that is subject to number or 
division, which leads, he says, to the Arian position of partitioning 
the one godhead into three dissimilar godheads. At the same time 
he rejects the idea that the three hypostases in the ‘Trinity are 
contracted or reduced into one person, as he claims the Sabellians 
advocate. There is no Trinity if the three hypostases are collected 
into one person, nor if the single unit of the ‘Trinity is extended 
into three essences, three natures, and three godheads. The first of 
these errors, he asserts, results in Jewish monotheism, the second 
in polytheistic paganism, like that of Arius (2.2.3). The dangers of 
both approaches are again emphasized. There follows a passage 
on the paradoxical nature of the Trinity which is both three and 
one, capable of being counted and yet shunning enumeration. It is 
not numbered in essences and natures and lordships, continues 
Sophronius, as the Arians and tritheists maintain. Although it has 
a divisibility in its persons, it remains indivisible. The patriarch 
anathematizes the doctrines of three gods or natures or essences 
in the ‘Trinity and those who hold such beliefs, but then proceeds 
to stress that each person in the Trinity is perfect God and at the 
same time the same God, sharing one nature. To assert that there 
are three natures in the Trinity is to invent many different gods 


''' For another trinitarian profession of faith in Sophronius see Homily on the 
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(2.2.4-5). The individuality of Father, Son, and Spirit is professed: 
just as each possesses ‘God’, so too does each have the charac- 
teristic, immutable, and unmovable property of the person which 
belongs to it and to it alone (2.2.6). 

Concluding this trinitarian profession of faith, where he has 
been at pains to reject the extremes of Arianism, Sabellianism, 
and tritheism, Sophronius calls the Trinity holy, of the same sub- 
stance, eternal, sovereign, demiurge, and queen. Claiming that he 
has had to be brief because of the concise nature of the synodical 
letter, he proceeds now to explain his belief in the flesh-taking of 
one of the Trinity, God the Word and Son (2.2.7). 


1.4.3. Christological profession of faith''* 

The descent of the pre-existent Word into the womb of Mary and 
his enfleshment there, states the patriarch, took place not in 
appearance, as the Manichaeans and Valentinians assert, but in 
truth. The Word became human ‘to cleanse like with like’ (2.3.1). 
In order to exclude Paul of Samosata and the Nestorians, who 
were believed to have advocated that the Word was united to an 
existing human being, the patriarch maintains that the Word 
became flesh by being united with a human body, which did not 
exist previously and was not different from ours. The union is 
hypostatic, and Christ’s existence is true and undivided, suflering 
neither division nor change nor confusion, states Sophronius, 
following the definition of Chalcedon (2.3.2). Being born in a 
human body from the Virgin, God the Word showed that Mary 
was properly and truly Theotokos,'’ a fact which shatters the 
position of Nestorius and his followers. This last is, of course, a 
reference to the word ‘Christotokos’, coined by Nestorius (2.3.3). 
From this Sophronius proceeds naturally to affirm the two births 
in Christ, the first a birth in eternity from the Father, and a second 
in time from Mary, tenets found in the definition of Chalcedon 
and in Justinian’s tract On the Right Faith.''” Remaining with the 


"3 On Sophronius’ christology see G. Cosma, De ‘oeconomia’ incarnationis secundum 
S. Sophronium Hierosolymitanum, Diss. (Rome: Urbaniana, 1940), 81: von Schénborn, 
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Chalcedonian definition of faith, the patriarch professes Christ 
perfect in divinity and in humanity. As in much of the remainder 
of this incarnational profession of faith, he denounces the two 
extremes of Nestorius and Eutyches, the former separating the 
two hypostatically united natures, the latter confusing them, 
such that Christ became a new, third entity. Both Eutyches and 
Nestorius are said to have underestimated the hypostatic union in 
different ways. In the following passage Sophronius deals with the 
effects of this hypostatic union and of the composite character 
of the hypostasis. Reaffirming once more the doctrine of two 
births, he introduces the Cyrillian formula, ‘one incarnate nature 
of the God Word’,'"’ taking issue with Apollinaris, Eutyches, and 
Dioscorus, who are presented as having denied the true humanity 
of Christ in different ways (2.3.4). In Cyrillian terms, Sophronius 
proclaims the preservation of the properties of the two natures in 
the union. On the one hand the union is an essential one, that is, 
a union of essences, contrary to Nestorian doctrine, where the 
union is non-essential and one of equal honour and of identity of 
will, or an association by the act of will and by identity; on the 
other hand, the union does not result in a confusion and alteration 
of the Word, as Eutyches believed (2.3.5). Sophronius explicitly 
rejects both Nestorian and Eutychean teaching, repeating his 
proclamation of the hypostatic union in Christ. Still concentrating 
on the effects of this union, the patriarch professes his belief in 
Christ in Chalcedonian terms: he has two natures, and is both 
perfect in Godhead and perfect in humanity, consubstantial with 
the Father regarding his divinity, consubstantial with his mother 
and with us regarding his humanity. This leads to a combination 
of both lowly and sublime attributes in the one Christ, some of 
which have always existed because he has an external nature, 
while others came about when he assumed our human nature 
(2.3.6). Yet again Sophronius emphasizes the fact that Christ is 
one from two, without division and without confusion. Because 
Christ is perceived to be undivided in each of the natures, he 
performs the acts of each essence naturally, according to the 
essential quality of each or its natural property. If his nature were 
single, as his hypostasis and person are, he could not do this (2.3.7). 


'’ On Cyril’s use of this phrase and on its background and later history see 
Wickham, Cyril of Alexandria, 62, n. 3. 
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The patriarch has now arrived at his profession of faith in the 
communicatio idiomatum in Christ, refusing to separate his human 
acts and assign them alone to the human nature, or to assign his 
divine acts alone to his divine nature, as Nestorius did, but follow- 
ing Cyril in attributing all deeds to the one and the same Christ 
and Son (2.3.8).''® In the terms of the Tome of Leo, a document 
which was anathema to the anti-Chalcedonians because of its 
perceived Nestorianism, Sophronius maintains that in the union 
the Word achieves what is proper to the Word, and the body 
what is proper to the body.''” Nor does this leave the door open 
for Nestorius, warns Sophronius, because we do not glorify two 
Christs and two Sons, but speak of one and the same Son and 
Christ who accomplishes both lofty and lowly acts. On the other 
hand, this does not introduce change and confusion into the 
union, thereby vindicating Eutyches and Dioscorus (2.3.9). 

Returning to Leo’s terminology, Sophronius states his belief 
in one and the same Christ and Son who performed both acts,'~’ 
which puts him in agreement with neither of the extreme 
positions of Nestorius and Eutyches. While in the preceding 
passages the patriarch has often used the verb ‘to act’ (energein) in 
referring to acts performed by Christ, and has expressed himself 
in words similar to Sergius’ ‘one and the same being active’, for 
the first time in his letter he now uses the word ‘activity’ (energeta) in 
a christological sense, claiming that each essential, natural, and 
corresponding activity proceeds indivisibly from each essence 
and nature. The operating principle in Christ is thus attributed to 
the two natures, and it is therefore a question of two activities. 
Sophronius is at pains to make it clear that although the two 
natures have met in the hypostatic union, they do not have one 
essential, natural, and indistinguishable activity. He will not 


‘Found with variations passim in Cyril’s works; see e.g. Third Letter to Nestorius, 
in Wickham, Cyril of Alexandria, p. 25, ch. 8: ‘Accordingly all the sayings contained in 
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profess one, single activity of two natures; if he did, he would be 
forced to speak of one essence and one nature, as the Headless 
Ones, that is, the anti-Chalcedonians, do.'*’ Here we have a clear 
rejection by Sophronius of anti-Chalcedonian monoenergists, and 
at the same time an association of the doctrine of monoenergism 
with one-nature christology (2.3.10). ‘The activity proper to each 
of the two essences and two natures, from which in turn the 
hypostatic union was effected, has to be professed in order not to 
confuse the two natures; and these natures are recognized from 
the activities and only from them, and the difference of the 
essences is always understood from the difference of the activities. 
But each word and each activity derive from one and the same 
Christ and Son and from his one hypostasis. Because it is one and 
the same Christ who performs both divine and human actions, 
Nestorius is blocked; because what is proper to each nature 
remains unconfused after the union, Eutyches is reduced to ashes 
(2.3.11). 

Next, Christ’s human activities, which are the same as ours, and 
then his divine activities are discussed. Sophronius believes that, 
when Christ willed it, he gave to his human nature the right time 
to operate and to suffer what was proper to it. In a true human 
body that was passible, mortal, and corruptible he permitted it 
to suffer and do what was appropriate to its own nature until his 
resurrection from the dead (2.3.12—13). (Here the patriarch is in 
fact implying ‘an indissoluble relation’ between the activity and 
the will.'*’) All the sublime acts, on the other hand—and these are 
listed by the patriarch in rhyme—belonged to God the Word, 
even if they were effected through the flesh and the body, because 
the Word truly became incarnate while remaining one Son, 
producing each activity from himself, both divine and human. 


"The ‘Headless Ones’ (Akephalo’) was a term applied to those more rigorous 
anti-Chalcedonians in Egypt who did not accept the eirenic document, the Henoticon, 
promulgated by the emperor Zeno in 482, and separated themselves from their patri- 
arch. Thus they had no visible hierarchy and were ‘headless’. By the Chalcedonians 
the term came to be used generically of anti-Chalcedonians, as here. For Sophronius’ 
use of the expression elsewhere see the first heresiology, 2.6.1, below; Homily on the 
Annunciation, PG 87 (3), 3224A—3224B; Homily on the Presentation, ed. Usener, 13, col. 2, 18 
(on which homily see, in general, P- Allen, “The Greek Homiletic Tradition of the 
Feast of the Hypapante: The Place of Sophronios of Jerusalem’, in K. Belke et al. 
(eds.), Byzantina Mediterranea. Festschrift fiir Johannes Roder zum 65. Geburtstag (Vienna, 
Cologne, and Wiemar: Bohlau Verlag, 2007), I-12. 

2" See further Hovorun, |Will, Action and Freedom, 150-1, 
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Relying on Theodoret, although the source of the citation is not 
named, Sophronius advocates dividing expressions concerning 
the Son between the two natures (2.3.14-15).'"’ Emphasizing once 
again that all the deeds belong to the one Emmanuel, also the 
words and the activities, he explains that some of them are fitting 
for the divinity and others for the humanity, while yet a third 
group occupies a middle position. This last group belongs to a 
power (dynamis) which the patriarch, following Ps. Dionysius the 
Areopagite, calls ‘the new and theandric activity’.'** While in his 
Announcement or document of union Cyrus had used the phrase 
‘one theandric activity’, Sophronius avoids this misquotation of 
the formula of Ps. Dionysius (2.3.16). 

The rest of the christological section is a summing up of what 
has gone before, based generally on scriptural references and the 
definitions of Nicaea, Constantinople I, and Chalcedon. There is, 
however, no further mention of the words ‘activity’ or ‘activities’ 


(2.3.17). 


1.4.4. Profession of faith in creation 


Although this was not general practice in a synodical letter, 
Sophronius adds a section on creation to his profession of faith in 
the Trinity and in Christ. The explanation of its anti-Origenistic 
tenor is to be sought in the patriarch’s familiarity with the 
Origenist controversy in Palestine in the sixth century and in his 
reliance on Justinian’s condemnation of Origen.'” 

The creation of the visible world, explains Sophronius, was 
the work of one God, Father, Son, and Spirit, the Father making 
everything through the Son in the Holy Spirit. The perceptible 
parts of creation will have an end in time, while the intellectual 
will not corrupt or die (2.4.1). Thus, the souls of human beings, 
and angels, have been given the grace of incorruptbility, but it is 
not the case that souls existed eternally before the existence of 
bodies or before the creation of the visible world, as Origen and 
his disciples, Didymus and Evagrius, say (2.4.2). The passage 


'. Theodoret, Exposition of the Right Faith (CPG 6218), ch. 11; PG 6, 1225B-C; ed. 
J. T. C. Otto, Corpus apologetarum christianorum saeculi secundi, vol. 4, 3° edn. (Jena: 
Fischer (olzm Mauke), 1880), 38 and 40. 

'* On this term see above. 

'S Text of Justinian’s anti-Origenist canons of 553 in ACO IV, 1, 248-9; English 
trans. in Grillmeier, CCT 2/2, 404-5. 
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which follows is an unsystematic denunciation of Origenist doctrine 
inspired by Justinian’s Edict Against Origen and by the anathemata 
of Constantinople II against Origenist views.'° According to 
Sophronius, Origen and his followers deny the resurrection of the 
body and the existence of Eden, and claim that the heavenly hosts 
resulted from a primordial condemnation and deviation. They 
teach that all rational things were produced in a unity of minds, 
and abuse the creation of the waters above heaven, This last 
charge is not found in the anathemata of 553 but in Justinian’s 
Edict Against Origen (2.4.3). The Origenists, continues the patriarch, 
claim that punishment in the next world will not be eternal, and 
that all perceptible things and rational creatures are corruptible. 
Furthermore, they believe in a restoration (apokatastasis) of angels, 
human beings, and demons. All these doctrines are rejected by 
Sophronius, who writes to Sergius that his own beliefs are based 
on apostolic and evangelical preaching, the Prophets and the Law, 
the Fathers and teachers (2.4.4). 


1.4.5. Councils 


The ‘ancient tradition’ of the synodical letter makes it appropriate 
now for Sophronius to declare his position on councils and synods. 
At the outset he states his acceptance of four ecumenical councils. 
The first of these, Nicaea (325), which was attended by 318 
Fathers, condemned Arius. Next, the Council of Constantinople I 
(381), at which 150 Fathers were present, condemned Macedonius, 
Apollinaris, and Magnus. The third council, that of Ephesus I in 
431, rejected Nestorius by a consensus of 200 Fathers. Sophronius 
does not recognize Ephesus II (449), the so-called Robber Council, 
on the grounds of Dioscorus’ role in it and its Eutychean leanings. 
The fourth council, during which 630 Fathers gathered at Chalce- 
don (451), condemned Eutyches and Dioscorus and stamped out 
the last vestiges of Nestorianism. In addition to these four 
councils, Sophronius recognizes a fifth, that of Constantinople II 
(553), but does not give the total number of participants. ‘This 
fifth council, he explains, condemned Origen and his writings, the 
teachings of Evagrius and Didymus, Theodore of Mopsuestia 


"© Diekamp, Origenistische Streitigheiten, 107-8, remarks that we may assume that in 
the composition of the Synodical Letter Sophronius went to the trouble of faithfully 
reproducing historical truth, and to this end probably consulted the acta of the council 
of 553- 
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and his writings, the writings of Theodoret against Cyril and in 
defence of Diodore of Tarsus and Theodore, and finally the 
so-called Letter of Ibas to Mari the Persian.'”’ The patriarch 
recognizes what all five councils recognized, and anathematizes 
and rejects whomsoever they anathematized and rejected (2.5.1). 

Now that he has expressed his acceptance of the councils in 
their condemnations and anathemata, Sophronius begins to 
follow the councils’ positive definitions. Noteworthy is the fact 
that the fifth council does not receive a mention individually or 
explicitly in this part of the profession of faith (2.5.2). Cyril’s 
writings, especially those against Nestorius and the synodical letter 
to the bishops of the East, are accepted, as well as the writings of 
the eastern bishops recognized by Cyril (2.5.3). Equally worthy of 
honour is Leo’s Tome to Flavian, directed, says Sophronius, against 
Eutyches and Nestorius. The patriarch cleaves to all of Leo’s 
writings, ‘as if they came from the mouth of the leader Peter’ 
(2.5.4). Sophronius then repeats his acceptance of the five 
councils, Cyril’s writings and the letter of the eastern bishops. 
Again Leo’s Tome receives explicit recognition, and is equated 
with the definitions of Peter; Cyril’s works, on the other hand, 
have the authority of Mark. Accepting all that the holy catholic 
church approves, the patriarch anathematizes anew whatever the 
church disapproves, speaking disparagingly of ‘little books and 
little pamphlets and teachings that are hostile to God and inter- 
polated’, as well as of heretical and unorthodox personalities 
(2.5.5). 

In a sentence of transition Sophronius explains that he will 
make an inventory of such persons. This is ostensibly the 
motivation for the heresiologies. 


1.4.6. Herestologies 


There are, in fact, two separate lists of heretics whom the patri- 
arch proceeds to anathematize. The first is a list of more than 120 
individual heresiarchs and heretics, beginning with Simon Magus, 
including Samaritans, Gnostics, and Valentinians, and important 
christological heretics such as Sabellius, Paul of Samosata, Arius, 
Apollinaris, ‘Theodore of Mopsuestia and Nestorius, Eutyches, 
and Disocorus. Part of this list is devoted to Severus and other 


"7 On the work of this council see Grillmeier, CCT 2/2, 438-62. 
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anti-Chalcedonians of the sixth century, until Sophronius arrives 
at his own time and anathematizes Athanasius the Syrian (the 
camel-driver), anti-Chalcedonian patriarch of Antioch, Anasta- 
sius the Unyoker (apozygarios), anti-Chalcedonian patriarch of 
Alexandria, and a number of so-called heretics, who, says the 
patriarch, are. still alive, like Benjamin, anti-Chalcedonian 
patriarch of Alexandria, and Menas, leader of the Gaianite party 
in Alexandria, Without pre-empting the investigation below into 
this heresiology, we can note here that not all the names which 
appear in this first inventory are representatives of a heterodox 
christology. 

The same holds true for the second list, in which about forty 
groups or schools are anathematized. The list begins with the 
Nicolaites and ends with the mention of five anti-Chalcedonian 
sects or groups. There is no relationship, either explicit or implicit, 
between this list and the first one, except that anti-Chalcedonians 
are given a heretical pedigree in both. Not content with confining 
his anathemata to those mentioned in the two heresiologies, 
Sophronius next puts a global anathema on every other heresiarch 
and schism which the holy catholic church anathematizes, and 
on all who think like them. What he does believe in he has already 
expounded to Sergius, but only partially and briefly, because, 
as he explains once more, of the summary form of the synodical 
letter. 


1.4.7. Conclusion 


Like the introduction, the conclusion to the Synodical Letter is 
rhetorical. It is expressed in terms flattering to Sergius, whose 
position as chief among the patriarchs of the East is emphasized. 
Sophronius again addresses a captatio benevolentiae to Sergius, who 
is requested to inspect the Synodical Letter both as a father and 
brother, remedying any faults or omissions arising from the brevity 
with which Sophronius claims he has written, or from his rhetorical 
inability. Just as in the introduction, Sophronius begs Sergius to 
behave as a brother and a father. When he has received Sergius’ 
answer (which, of course, would mean that the Synodical Letter had 
been approved in Constantinople), for his part Sophronius 
will demonstrate his affection for him, which is that of a child and 
a brother. Although it is not said expressly, the patriarch of Jerusa- 
lem is advocating the acceptance of his synodika, and communion 


44 SOPHRONIUS AND HIS SYNODICAL LETTER 


with Sergius. The new patriarch begs his more experienced 
addressee to help him in his pastoral duties, lest the flock of Christ 
be harmed. Furthermore, Sergius is asked to pray for the well- 
being of the emperor Heraclius and empress Martina, and for 
their victory over barbarians, but particularly over Saracens, who 
‘through our sins have now unexpectedly risen up against us and 
are carrying everything off as booty’.'** Through Sergius’ prayers 
the insolent Saracens would be defeated and peace would return 
to the Byzantine empire. Finally the patriarch of Constantinople 
is urged to look kindly on the emissaries whose task it is to take 
Sophronius’ Synodical Letter to Constantinople. They are named as 
the deacon Leontius, from the Church of the Anastasis (Resurrec- 
tion) in Jerusalem, who is also kankellarios (official) and protonotarios 
(first secretary) of the patriarchate, and a certain Polyeuktos, who 
is given no further epithet. These men are supposed to bring 
Sergius’ reply back with them. Greetings are sent from all the 
clergy in Jerusalem to those in Constantinople. 


1.4.8. Implications 


While in the trinitarian section of his profession of faith Soph- 
ronius’ language is Nicene, and he is concerned with rejecting 
the Arians, Sabellians, and tritheists, in the extensive christological 
section his language is Cyrillian, Leonine, and above all Chalce- 
donian, directed against Dioscorus and Eutyches on the one hand, 
and Nestorius on the other. Here too he shows influence of Justin- 
ian’s tract On the Right Faith.'~’ While the patriarch does not make 
the explicit statement that there are two activities in Christ, and 
on this account could be judged to be adhering to the letter of 
Sergius’ directive, he states clearly that each of the two natures in 
Christ has an activity, and more than once uses the plural 
word ‘activities’. Furthermore, he rejects explicitly the idea of one, 
single activity in Christ, which he associates with the opponents 
of Chalcedon. In several reprises the patriarch emphasizes 
that, while proceeding from each of the two natures, each activity 


"8" See Winkelmann, Der Streit, 23, nr. 6, on the fact that the Byzantines did not 
recognize the definitive nature of the Arab conquest; cf. Kaegi, Heraclius Emperor 
of Byzantium, 239, who remarks that Sophronius’ words here are ‘an explicit 
acknowledgment that ecclesiastical leaders, who were quarreling about Christology, 
had not expected the Muslim torrent’. 

82 ed. Schwartz, 88, 15-21; trans. Wesche, 179-80. 
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derives from the one, composite, single hypostasis in Christ. 
Although these repeated emphases on the one hypostasis could be 
attributed to Sophronius’ verbosity, it could also be argued that 
they are an accommodation of Sergius’ demand that instead of 
‘one activity’ or ‘two activities’, one should speak of ‘one and the 
same person operating’. On the other hand, Sophronius implicitly 
rejects Cyrus’ and Sergius’ modification of Ps. Dionysius’ 
‘one theandric activity’ and links it with the anti-Chalcedonians. 
Since this term formed the basis of the Alexandrian union of 633, 
it would not take much on Sergius’ part to interpret Sophronius’ 
remarks here as a rejection of the agreement between Alexan- 
drian Chalcedonians and anti-Chalcedonians to accept one 
activity in Christ. The fact that the discussion of the question of 
activities in Christ occupies only a small space in Sophronius’ 
elephantine Synodical Letter is significant. Notwithstanding this, for 
Sergius on reading the synodika there could remain no doubt about 
Sophronius’ position regarding two activities in Christ. 

As far as the synopsis of councils is concerned, Sophronius 
manifests himself as a strict Chalcedonian. His ambivalence con- 
cerning the status of Constantinople II (553), which refined and 
reaffirmed the tenets of 451, is to be attributed to the lukewarm 
reception which Justinian’s council enjoyed even among some 
Chalcedonians, because it was conducted against the wishes of 
Pope Vigilius and without his participation.’ 

In the two heresiologies the patriarch of Jerusalem proves once 
again that he is a partisan of Chalcedon by his anathematization 
of a list of opponents to Chalcedon. As well as vouching for his 
(Chalcedonian) orthodoxy, both inventories are polemical in 
intent, inasmuch as the anti-Chalcedonians who appear in them 
are given a heretical pedigree by being associated with supposedly 
heterodox Christians of all hues from the time of Simon Magus 
onwards. Particularly noteworthy is the inclusion both of anti- 
Chalcedonians involved in the union of 616 between Antiochenes 
and Alexandrians, and of those who participated in the negoti- 
ations towards a union between Alexandrian Chalcedonians 
and anti-Chalcedonians. The first union threatened Sophronius 
politically, the second both politically and dogmatically, but he is 
still not about to capitulate to the demands of the patriarch of 
Constantinople. 


13¢ 


On this issue see Murphy and Sherwood, Aonstantinopel IT und ITT, 155-7. 


46 SOPHRONIUS AND HIS SYNODICAL LETTER 


All in all, it is not surprising that Sergius rejected Sophronius’ 
Synodical Letter, and sent the emissaries Leontius and Polyeuktos 
back to Jerusalem empty-handed. 


1.4.9. Shle 


For the compiler of the Synodicon Vetus, an anonymous work dating 
perhaps from the ninth century, Sophronius was ‘the honey- 
tongued champion of truth’.'*' While Photius was content to 
remark that the Synodical Letter “‘inmovates on words everywhere, 
gambolling and leaping like a foal’,'** for more modern taste the 
patriarch of Jerusalem is wordy and often tediously rhetorical. 
Dorner branded the style of the Synodical Letter as ‘very turgid and 
bombastic’, claiming that the work was ‘characterized by a spirit 
of hatred towards heretics, reminding one of an Epiphanius’;'”’ 
Krumbacher denounced the rhetorical length and dogmatic 
breadth of the homilies and complained of the long excursuses 
in the Synodical Letter;'** and Baynes remarked that we could only 
be grateful that Sophronius refrained from rewriting the Spiritual 
Meadow.'*” Writing of The Miracles of Cyrus and John, Duffy noted 
that the work ‘oozes with the kind of rhetoric that tends to 
alienate the unaccustomed or unsympathetic eye and _ ear’, 
although he concluded more sympathetically that Sophronius 
was ‘an accomplished artist who composed with a careful eye and 
ear for all parts of his work’.'” Not only are the introduction and 
conclusion to the Lefer predictably highly rhetorical in tone, 
but there are passages where for effect the patriarch employs 
rhyme (2.2.2), symmetry, anaphora, and rhyme together (2.1.4), 
and repetition (2.3.4). All of this presents a considerable challenge 


'S'" Synodicon Vetus, 111, nr. 131; p. xiii on the date. 

"" Bibl., cod, 231, 286b; ed. Henry, v. 64. 

"J. A. Dorner, Entwicklungsgeschichte der Lehre von der Person Christi von den diltesten 
Zeiten bis auf die neuste dargestellt, vol. 1, 2°° edn. (Stuttgart: S. G. Liesching, 1845), 211; 
English trans. D. W. Simon, History of the Development of the Doctrine of the Person of Christ, 
Division Second, vol. 1, Clark’s Foreign Theological Library Third Series, vol. X 
(Edinburgh: T. & T. Clark, 1861), 171. 

'$K. Krumbacher, Geschichte der byzantinischen Literatur von Justinian bis zum Ende des 
Ostrémichen Reiches (527-1453), Handbuch der klassischen Altertumswissenschaft, 
IX.B., 1. Abt., 2"° edn. (Munich: Beck, 1897), i. 672 and 189, respectively. 

"5 N. Baynes, “The “Pratum Spirituale”’, Orientalia Christiana Periodica, 13, (1947), 
404. 

‘6 J. Duffy, ‘Observations on Sophronius’ Miracles of Cyrus and John’, 71 and 76, 
respectively. 
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to the translator. A fair number of citations from scripture and 
from the Fathers appears in the Lefer. Photius’ comment that 
Sophronius ‘innovates on words everywhere’ is borne out in the 
Synodical Letter especially in the heresiologies, where names are 
devised for heresiarchs and their followers. All this having been 
said, it must be admitted that it is wordiness, not rhetorical pre- 
tension, that distinguishes Sophronius’ Leéler from most of the 
documents in the monoenergist dossier (Part 3). 


I.5 GENRE AND FUNCTION OF SYNODICAL LETTERS 


1.5.1. The Synodical Letter of Sophronius 


The genre to which Sophronius’ Synodical Letter belongs is outlined 
by the patriarch himself in his introduction (2.1.6): 


An apostolic and ancient tradition has prevailed in the holy churches 
of God throughout the whole world, whereby those acceding to the 
hierarchy frankly refer in all respects to those who have administered the 
high-priesthood before them, as to how they should think and maintain 
the faith which the most wise Paul has handed on to them with the 
utmost safeguards. ... Accordingly we also observe this custom, and, 
because we deem an excellent law all that was done fittingly by older 
generations, especially when confirmed by apostolic practice, we write 
how it stands with us concerning the faith, and we send it to You, wise in 
the things of God, to be tested, lest we seem to have changed the ancient 
landmarks which our fathers positioned (Prov. 22: 28). 


While synodical letters (synodika) in the broadest sense are letters 
following on a synod, in which synodical decrees are communi- 
cated, in the narrow sense synodical letters are those written by a 
patriarch soon after his consecration, conveying the news of his 
election by the synod which presided over it. The synodika, which 
were carried to the fellow patriarchs of the new incumbent by 
emissaries chosen from the local clergy, constituted the official 
beginning of the new patriarch’s term of office, and required 
recognition and response from the addressees. Since the purpose 
of these instruments of ecclesial communion, especially in times 
of doctrinal dispute, was to prove the orthodoxy of the writers, 
synodika normally contain a profession of faith, a statement by 
the new patriarch concerning what councils he recognizes and 
what doctrines he espouses, and an outline of those doctrines he 
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condemns.'*’ Hence Sophronius outlines his trinitarian and chris- 
tological belief, states the councils which he recognizes, and pro- 
vides a list of both heretics and heresies which he condemns and 
anathematizes. As the first official act of the new patriarch, the 
dispatch of the synodika was crucial in securing the inclusion of the 
new patriarch’s name in the diptychs of other churches as proof 
of his orthodoxy. Severus of Antioch (512-18) advises an episcopal 
correspondent either to accept a synodical letter, or to write to its 
author saying that if he shows himself orthodox the recipient will 
enter into communion with him. Tellingly, Severus adds: ‘But I 
am wondering whether a man who accepts a synodical letter is not 
obliged to communicate with those who bring this to him.’!* A 
letter of Pope Gregory I of Rome proves that there was no contact 
between the new patriarch and his peers until the dispatch and 
approval of his synodika.'*’ It is Gregory too who queries the con- 
tents of a list of condemned heresiarchs sent to him in the synodika 
of Cyriacus, patriarch of Constantinople, in 596: the bishop of 
Rome requests clarification concerning the name Eudoxius, 
which is unknown to him.'*’ Further insights into the etiquette of 
the synodical letter are given by Photius in his Bibliotheca. Accord- 
ing to him, Eulogius of Alexandria (580-607) had addressed a 
synodical letter to the bishop of Rome, presumably Pelagius II. 
The latter replied with the criticism that it was incomplete, 
because it had not mentioned explicitly either the names of the 
four (sie) holy synods, nor the places where they had been held, nor 
the number of participants at each of them; neither had the Tome 


‘7 See L. Bréhier, ‘Normal Relations Between Rome and the Churches of the East 
Before the Schism of the Eleventh Century’, The Constructive Quarterly, 4. (1916), 647-9; 
P-P. Joannou, ‘Synodika’, Lexikon fiir Theologte und Kirche, 9, 2"' edn. (1964), 1238; O. 
Mazal, Die Prooimien der Byzantinischen Patriarchenurkunden, Byzantina Vindobonensia, 
VII (Vienna: Akademie der Wissenschaften, 1974), 42; ODB 3 ( 1994), s.v. “Synodikon’. 

8" Select Letters V1.1; ed. and trans. E. W. Brooks, The Sixth Book of the Select Letters of 
Severus Patriarch of Antioch in the Syriac Version of Athanasius of Nisibis, 2 vols. (London and 
Oxford: Williams & Norgate, 1902-3), i. 407 (text), ii, 361 (trans.). 

'“" Letter V1.65 to Athanasius presbyter; ed. Ewald and Hartmann, i. 438, Il. 24— 
6. See The Letters of Gregory the Great, trans. J. C. R. Martyn, introduction and notes by 
C. P. Hanlon, g vols. (Toronto: Pontifical Institute for Medieval Studies, 2004), ii. 450. 
Although Mazal, Die Prootmien, 42, claims that under certain circumstances it was 
possible for a patriarch to compile a synodical letter at a later stage and to declare his 
doctrinal position then, he gives no example to illustrate this. 

See Letter VIL5; ed. Ewald and Hartmann, i. 448, ll. 19-32; trans. Martyn and 
Hanlon, ii. 458. See further J. McClure, ‘Handbooks Against Heresy in the West, 
from the Late Fourth to the Late Sixth Centuries’, Journal of Theological Studies, Ns, 30 
(1979), 186-97. 
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of Leo been mentioned expressly. Furthermore, continued the 
bishop of Rome, neither Eutyches, nor Disocorus, nor Severus 
had been anathematized, and the (Chalcedonian) expression ‘in 
two [natures]’ had not been proclaimed as unambiguously as it 
should have been.'*" 

Considering the number of such inaugural letters which must 
have been written in the ancient church, it is perhaps surprising 
that more of them have not come down to us intact.'” Signifi- 
cantly, several of those which have been transmitted in their 
entirety owe their survival to their inclusion in synodical proceed- 
ings or in dossiers compiled for a particular purpose. Sophronius’ 
letter itself, in the exemplar sent to Sergius of Constantinople, 
has been preserved thanks to its inclusion in the proceedings of 
the Sixth Ecumenical Council of 680/1; an extract was used by 
the compiler of the Doctrina Patrum, an extensive florilegium which 
is closely connected to the circle of Sophronius’ disciple, Maximus 
the Confessor.'* 

The general outline of these synodika and the expectations of 
their recipients are clear: a captatio benevolentiae, and a reference to 
the ancient custom of sending the letters, a trinitarian profession 
of faith which is followed by a christological statement on the part 
of the writer, who also declares his position vis-a-vis ecumenical 
councils and anathematizes a number of heretics, especially 
those opposed to his christological stance. That the form of the 
synodical letter was standard is evident from the report of Photius 
concerning the synodika of Eulogius of Alexandria. Equally typical 
are the references by the new patriarch to his brothers as both 
brothers and fathers. As far as the lists of heretics are concerned, 
Photius and his source are silent; one may conjecture that such 
lists were not compiled afresh in every synodical letter, but that, 
especially in the same patriarchate and among those of like belief, 
they already lay at the disposal of the new patriarch. In the case 
of Sophronius, this conjecture will be discussed further below. 


‘8! On the number of councils see under sec. 1.5.3, below; Photius, Bzbi., cod. 230, 
267a; ed. Henry, v. 8, 1-12. 

'* The mortality rate is huge. From 448 to 1389 for Constantinople, for instance, 
Mazal, Die Prooimien, 42-3, lists only eighteen surviving patriarchal confessions of 
faith, and not all of these are inaugural synodical letters. 

' Doctrina Patrum de Incarnatione Verbi. Ein Griechisches Florilegium aus der Wende des 7. 
und 8. Jahrhunderts. Zum ersten Mal vollstandig herausgegeben und untersucht von 
F Dickamp. 2. Auflage mit Korrekturen und Nachtragen von B. Phanourgakis, 
herausgegeben von E. Chrysos (Miinster: Aschendorff, 1981). 
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The most striking feature of the Letler of Sophronius is its 
length. Even allowing for some habitual verbosity on the part of 
the patriarch of Jerusalem, we have to assume that the unusually 
large proportions of his inaugural letter reflect the seriousness 
with which he regarded the dogmatic positions which he puts 
forward. Also divergent is Sophronius’ inclusion of a section on 
creation: although the first mention of creation in a conciliar 
symbol seems to be that of the Council of Braga I in 563 (560?),'"* 
this is an unusual theme in synodical letters. While he adheres to 
the genre of the synodical letter, in its proportions and to a lesser 
degree in content Sophronius’ work resembles rather a dogmatic 
treatise, such as the work On the Heresies and Synods of Germanus 
of Constantinople (715-30).'* The attention which he pays to 
councils and heretics far surpasses the norm of synodika. On this 
account I shall shortly situate these aspects of his Lefer in the 
genres of council synopses and heresiologies. 


1.5.2. The function of synodical letters in the theological debates of the 
seventh century 


That a synodical letter could function as much as a political 
statement as a doctrinal profession is clear from the case of 
Sophronius. We know that, besides being sent to Sergius, patriarch 
of Constantinople, who rejected it, the Letter also went to 
Honorius of Rome, who also refused it. On the other hand, 
Cyrus, patriarch of Alexandria, whom Sophronius had previously 
tried to dissuade from accepting the one-activity formula, was not 
sent a copy.'“° I have already discussed the influence of Sophron- 
ius’ Letter on subsequent events, particularly on the publication of 
the Ekthesis. In the subsequent history of the monoenergist— 
monothelete debate the dispatch or withholding of synodical letters 


'* See H. Denzinger and A. Schénmetzer, Enchiridion symbolorum, definitionum et 
declarationum de rebus fidei et morum, 33° edn. (Barcelona and Freiburg: Herder, 1965), 
*451-64. A. Grillmeier, Mit ihm und in ihm. Christologische Forschungen und Perspektiven, 2°" 
edn. (Freiburg, Basel, and Vienna: Herder, 1978), 641-55, shows how the contents of a 
profession of faith, admittedly on the Latin side, came to include the theme of 
creation in its schema. 

"8 PG g8, 40-88 (CPG 8020). Cf. Grillmeier, CCT 2/1, 81. 

‘* Although the contention of the author of the Life of Maximus, PG go, 80AB, and 
of Recension 3 of the biography in Neil and Allen, Recenston 3, 56-7, is that Cyrus also 
received a copy. See von Schénborn, Sophrone, 100, n. 4. 
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by the patriarchs of Constantinople, as well as the contents of 
the documents themselves, illustrates the importance they could 
assume. 

On his accession to the throne of Constantinople on 1 October 
641, the patriarch Paul dispatched synodika in which he avoided 
mentioning the Ekthesis, published three years before, and failed 
to take a stand on the monothelete question, a fact which Pope 
Theodore queried in his reply.'*’ The synodika of Paul’s successor, 
Peter (654-66), were rejected by Pope Eugenius.'* The next 
incumbent, the patriarch Thomas II (667-9), composed synodika 
intended for Pope Vitalian, but they were never sent, supposedly 
owing to the threat of an Arab invasion in Constantinople. The 
fact that they were read out and pronounced orthodox at the 
council of 680/1 suggests that Thomas had sidestepped the burn- 
ing issue of activity and will in Christ.'*” The synodical letters 
of John IV (669—75) and Constantine I (675~7) were refused in 
Rome and the authors’ names were consequently excluded from 
the diptychs.'” Because of what had befallen his predecessors, 
the patriarch Theodore I (677-9) did not bother to send the 
customary letter to Rome, while his successor, George I (679-86), 
also apparently sent nothing to Pope Agatho.'”! 


1.5.3. The council synopsis 


In an important article Joseph Munitiz distinguishes three main 
types of council synopses: (i) anonymous synopses; (ii) short 
treatises on the councils attributable to authors, such as the work 
On the Heresies and Councils of Germanus of Constantinople; (iii) the 
very brief résumé, ‘in which only two or three lines are dedicated 
to each council: examples occur in numerous professiones fidei 

. and in numerous miniature treatises’; these résumés are either 
anonymous or signed. The synopsis of the councils in Sophronius’ 


“7 Winkelmann, Der Streit, 103, nr. 76. See also van Dieten, Geschichte, 77 and 82, for 
the sources and a discussion of the episode. 

‘“ Winkelmann, Der Streit, 141-2, nr. 133. See also van Dieten, Geschichte, 109. 
Cf. Winkelmann, Der Streit, 158, nr. 155. See also van Dieten, Geschichte, 117-18. 

“° Cf. Winkelmann, Der Streit, 158, nr. 155. See too van Dieten, Geschichte, 120-1 
and 123. 

“8! On Theodore, cf. Winkelmann, Der Streit, 158, nr. 155, and on both patriarchs 
see van Dieten, Geschichte, 125-6 and 132. 
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Letter is assigned by Munitiz to the third category.'” It deserves to 
be said here that the inclusion of a conciliar synopsis, like the 
heresiologies, ensured the transmission of Sophronius’ work in 
fragments. 

While Sophronius is brief in his treatment of the councils, he is 
also determined to leave nothing unsaid. As in the heresiologies, 
his approach has two facets. Alluding once again to the ancient 
custom in synodical letters of enumerating the councils that one 
recognizes, he makes explicit his acceptance of the ‘four great 
and holy and ecumenical synods’, namely Nicaea (325) with its 
318 participants, which condemned Arius; Constantinople (381) 
with its 150 Fathers, which, according to the patriarch, put an 
end simultaneously to the heresies of Macedonius, Apollinaris, 
and Magnus; Ephesus (431) with 200 Fathers, where Nestorius 
was rejected; and Chalcedon (451) with 630 participants, which 
condemned Eutyches, Dioscorus, and Nestorius. In addition 
Sophronius accepts a ‘fifth ecumenical synod which came into 
existence after them’, namely Constantinople II (553), where 
Origen and his writings were anathematized, as well as the teach- 
ings of Evagrius and Didymus, and he follows this council in 
rejecting Theodore of Mopsuestia and his writings, the writings 
of Theodoret, and the so-called Letter of Ibas to Mari the Per- 
sian. The number of participants at this council is not mentioned. 
Subsequently he expresses his approval of ‘these five holy and 
blessed synods’ and their symbol of faith. Whereas in the first part 
of his synopsis he had ratified their condemnations of heretics 
and heretical writings, now he ratifies the persons and writings 
whom they accepted. Chiefly these are Cyril of Alexandria, his 
second and third letters to Nestorius and his Twelve Chapters, 
and his Formula of Reunion; the letters of the eastern bishops to 
Cyril; Leo’s Tome or Letter to Flavian; and in fact all of Leo’s writings 
and Cyril’s as well. The two pillars of orthodoxy for Sophronius 
are thus Cyril and Leo—a clear harking-back to the inspiration 
and terminology of Chalcedon, especially as these were refined by 
Constantinople II.'** 


; ie J. A. Munitiz, “Synoptic Greek Accounts of the Seventh Council’, Revue des 
Etudes Byzantines, 32 (1974), 150-3. See also H. J. Sieben, Die Aonzilsidee der Alten hirche, 
Konziliensgeschichte, Reihe B, Untersuchungen (Paderborn, etc.: Schéningh, 1979), 
351. 

"8 On this see G. L. C. Frank, “The Council of Constantinople II as a Model 
Reconciliation Council’, Theological Studies, 52 (1991), 636-50. 
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With one exception, the terms of Sophronius’ conciliar 
synopsis are unremarkable in a post-Chalcedonian profession of 
faith in the two natures of Christ. The one curiosity is the claim 
that Constantinople I condemned Macedonius, Apollinaris, 
and Magnus, names which reappear a little later in the list of 
heresiarchs. While the followers of Macedonius and Apollinaris 
figure in the anathemata of the canons of this council, there is no 
mention of Magnus.’ In fact, there is no evidence for the exist- 
ence of a heresiarch of this name at the time of Constantinople I, 
or in the circle of Apollinarians. The names of Macedonius and 
‘Magnus the Apollinarian’ are condemned together, however, in 
Justinian’s tract On the Right Faith.'”’ Whether or not one follows 
Lietzmann in identifying Magnus with Maximus the Cynic, who, 
according to Theodoret, manifested Apollinarian tendencies,'” 
Sophronius’ indebtedness, whether direct or indirect, to Justin- 
ian’s dogmatic writings seems beyond doubt. Furthermore, one 
suspects that the name Magnus may have been taken over by 
the patriarch uncritically from an existing synopsis, although 
Photius too reproduces the name from his reading of Sophronius’ 
Letter.’ In the sections of Justinian’s letter of 550 which passed 
into Greek in the historical works of George Hamartolos and 
George Cedrenus, the name of Magnus has been omitted, 
perhaps because it was unknown or irrelevant.'™ 

Thus, Sophronius’ conciliar synopsis, which is more extensive 
than those in other surviving synodical letters, continues the 
theme already visible in his trinitarian and christological profes- 
sions of faith, namely his adherence to the first three ecumenical 
councils, to the Council of Chalcedon and to the reaffirmation 
of it in Constantinople II, as well as to the christology of Cyril 
and the terminology of Leo of Rome. Sophronius’ dependence 
on Justinian’s dogmatic works, whether his knowledge of them is 
first- or second-hand, is once again evident. 


' See Tanner, i. *95. 
'. ed. Schwartz, go, 2-6; trans. Wesche, 181. 
H. Lietzmann, Apollinaris von Laodicea und seine Schule, Texte und Untersuchungen 
(Tubingen: J. C. B. Mohr (Paul Siebeck), 1904), 157. 

7 Bibl., cod. 231, 286b; ed. Henry, v. 64. 

' See George Hamartolos, Chronicon, ed. de Boor, ii. 634, and George Cedrenus, 
Historical Compendium, ed. Bekker, 664. 
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1.5.4. Study of the heresiologies'”’ 


As Christoph von Schénborn suspected, these heresiologies 
indeed need to be studied closely in their own right,'”” if only for 
the light they throw on the patriarch’s methodology in his synodika. 
Like the conciliar synopsis, Sophronius’ lists of heretics are both 
more extensive than heresiologies in other synodical letters, 
and they embody a twofold approach. The heresiology, as Aloys 
Grillmeier demonstrated,'*' was particularly favoured in the post- 
Chalcedonian period, and was by no means confined to synodika.'” 
Its purpose was chiefly polemical.'"* Sophronius argues for his 
orthodoxy on the grounds that he anathematizes a catalogue of 
heresiarchs and heretics, numbering more than 120, and another 
list of about forty heresies or groups of heretics. The size of both 
these lists exceeds the scope of the heresiologies contained in 
other synodika, but, at the same time, with few exceptions they 
remain lists of names rather than descriptions of the origin and 
nature of particular heresies, such as we find, for example, in 
the anonymous writing On the Sects,'°"* the work of Timothy of 
Constantinople On Those Who Join the Church,‘ or that of George 
the Hieromonk,'” the latter writing about the same time as 
Sophronius. A striking aspect of Sophronius’ Leéter is the 
separation between heresiarchs and heretics on the one hand, and 
heresies on the other. In the three great exempla of heresiological 
works, Hippolytus’ Philosophoumena or Refutation of All Heresies,'”’ 


“For details on the multitude of names which appear in the following pages the 
reader is referred to EEC and to A. Marjanen and P. Loumanen (eds.), 4 Companion to 
Second-Century Christian ‘Heretics’, Supplements to Vigiliae Christianae, 76 (Leiden and 
Boston: Brill, 2005). 

‘Von Schénborn, Sophrone, 100. 

'*!’ Grillmeier, CCT 2/1, 79-81. 

‘On heresiologies in Byzantium and their neglect by scholars see Averil 
Cameron, ‘How to Read Heresiology’, in D. B. Martin and P. Cox Miller (eds.), The 
Cultural Turn in Late Ancient Studies: Gender, Asceticism, and Historiography (Durham and 
London: Duke University Press, 2005), 193-212 (brief reference to Sophronius at 
Pp. 200). 

'S See A. Pourkier, L’Hérésiologie chez Epiphane de Salamine, Christianisme Antique, 
4 (Paris: Beauchesne, 1992), 485. 

'= CPG 6823; PG 86, 1193-1268. 

' CPG 7016; PG 86, 12-74. 

' CPG 7820; ed. M. Richard, ‘Le traité de Georges hiéromoine sur les hérésies’, 
Revue des Etudes Byzantines, 28 (1970), 239-69= Opera Minora, U1 (Turnhout: Brepols, 
and Leuven: Leuven University Press, 1977), nr. 62. 

"CPG 1899; ed. M. Markovich, Hippolytus. Refutatio omnium haeresium, Patristische 
‘Texte und Studien, 25 (Berlin and New York: W. de Gruyter, 1986). 
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the Panarion or Medicine Chest of Epiphanius of Salamis,'* and 
Theodoret’s Compendium of Heretical Fables,'” as well as in their 
successors (with the notable exception of Timothy of Constanti- 
nople), heretics and heresies are treated indiscriminately. It is 
also worth noting that there is no apparent correlation between 
Sophronius’ list of persons and his list of heresies. Again one 
suspects that the patriarch wished to give as complete a picture 
of heretics and heresy as he could, that there were two distinct 
catalogues available to him in Jerusalem, and that he simply used 
both of them. 

The heresiologies in Sophronius’ Synodical Letter have been 
analysed by Cosma, but in a manner which is both unsystematic 
and too schematic, and from a starting-point which tends toward 
the hagiographical. Cosma divides his examination of the 
heresiologies into five parts: (1) the heresies which saw in Christ a 
mere human being; (2) the docetists and others who were in error 
concerning Christ’s humanity; (3) the heretics who maintained 
that the union between the Logos and Christ was a moral one; 
(4) Eutyches; (5) the heretics opposed to the Council of Chalcedon 
and the Yome of Leo. As the detailed examination below of 
Sophronius’ lists will show, this schema is too neat. Furthermore, 
Cosma is not uniformly interested in identifying the individual 
heretics or heretical groups mentioned by Sophronius.'” This is 
even more reason for an examination of the heresiologies. 

In what follows, the sources of Sophronius’ two heresiological 
lists are identified as far as possible. It soon becomes apparent that 
his greatest debt is to Epiphanius’ Medicine Chest and Theodoret’s 
Compendium. Whether this debt is direct or indirect will engage our 
attention further on, Sophronius’ sources for the period after 
Nestorius and down to his own time cannot be determined on the 
basis of comparison with the contents of any other written extant 
source. 

Sophronius opens his heresiologies with the name of Simon 
Magus, regarded as the father of all heresies. The early heretics 
Cleobius, Menander, Dositheus, and Gortheus are all found in 


' CPG 3745; ed. K. Holl, Epiphanius I. Anacoratus und Panarion (haer. 1-33), 
Griechische Christliche Schrifisteller, nr, 10 (Leipzig: Hinrichs, 1915); 2"! edn. by 
J. Dummer, haer. 34-64 and haer. 65-80, Griechische Christliche Schriftsteller, 
31, 37 (Berlin: Akademie-Verlag, 1980, 1985). 

CPG 6223; PG 83, 336-556. 


“° Cosma, De ‘oeconomia’ incarnationis, 3-79. 
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Theodoret, where they are classified as Samaritans, but here they 
are combined with Philetus, Hermogenes, and Alexander the 
Coppersmith, names seemingly intercalated from information in 
Paul’s letters to Timothy. Of the group Satorninus, Masbotheus, 
Hadrian, and Basilides, the Menandrans Satorninus and Basilides 
belong together and are found so in Epiphanius and Hippolytus, 
while in Theodoret they are adjacent. In Sophronius’ list, how- 
ever, they are separated by the inclusion of two followers of Simon 
Magus. From Dositheus down to Isidore, the son of Basilides, the 
source is predominantly Theodoret, but it is not used in sequence 
and is intercalated wrongly. While the name of Ebion is misplaced 
in relation to the order in Epiphanius and Theodoret, where it 
occurs later, from Carpocrates to Prodicus the list once more 
follows Theodoret’s order and contents. Conversely, Cerinthus 
and Merinthus both come from Epiphanius. From Valentinus 
to Colorbasus we have the names of representatives of the Valen- 
tinian sect, with the exception of Artemon, who, as presented 
by Theodoret, held a doctrine similar to that of Theodotus the 
Tanner and his followers. Although Florinus and Blastus were 
adherents of Valentinus, Theodoret does not mention the three 
in successive order. The list from Secundus to Mark, on the 
other hand, mirrors the sequence of names in the Compendium. 
Colorbasus, a Valentinian, belongs with his teacher Mark, as here 
in Sophronius and in Hippolytus and Epiphanius, whereas in 
Theodoret the two names are separated. Perhaps Sophronius’ 
list follows Epiphanius’ order here, or else it relies on an anti- 
Valentinian source. Of the names Ademis, Theodotus the Tanner, 
Theodotus, and Euphrates, Ademis and Euphrates, as representa- 
tives of the Ophite Peratic school, should be together, as they are 
in Hippolytus and Theodoret, rather than straddling the two 
Theodotoi, who were both adherents of the sect which claimed 
that the scriptures had been interpolated. 

With the names from Monoimus the Arab to Harmonius, the 
son of Bardesanes, we find Theodoret’s sequence once more, 
except that Asclepiodotus in Theodoret is called Asclepiades, and 
is found in the company of Theodotus the Tanner and his follow- 
ers, Apollonides and Hermophilus. Timothy of Constantinople 
also assigns Asclepiodotus (sic) to the sect of Theodotus. Clearly 
this is another example of wrong intercalation in Sophronius’ 
list. Hermophilus, as I have said, needs to be grouped with the 
followers of Theodotus the Tanner, rather than left hanging after 
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Harmonius. Of the next three names, Cerdo, Sacerdo, and 
Marcion, the first and third occur together in Theodoret, but for 
the rest Sacerdo is unknown. ‘The name probably derives from the 
corruption of an epithet attributed to Cerdo.'’! Sophronius is 
fond of applying opprobrious epithets to heretics, but since other 
anti-heretical writers are as well, it is difficult to determine the 
point at which the corruption took place, and whether the patri- 
arch himself was responsible for the epithet or whether he found 
the non-existent Sacerdo in a model. From Apelles to Synerus, 
with the exception of Apollonides, who should be in the company 
of Theodotus the Tanner, Asclepiodotus, and Hermophilus, we 
have the names of adherents of an offshoot of the sect of Marcion 
of Pontus, which are also found together in Theodoret. Theo- 
dotus the Money-changer is presented both out of context and out 
of the sequence given him by Theodoret. In his supposed error 
this Theodotus was related to Theodotus the Tanner and his 
circle, and is introduced immediately after them in the Compendium. 
The well-known names Montanus, Priscilla, and Maximilla occur 
together in both Epiphanius and Theodoret, making it impossible 
to decide which served Sophronius as a source. 

From Nepos to Macedonius it is difficult to discover a rationale 
for the order of names. The mention of two Origens does 
not derive from either Epiphanius or Theodoret (who does not 
mention Origen at all), but is a common enough occurrence in the 
Patristic period. Navatus and Sabbatius, who belong together and 
are presented as such in Timothy of Constantinople and George 
the Hieromonk, are separated in Sophronius’ catalogue by Paul of 
Samosata and Noetus of Smyrna and his two disciples. Since 
Sabbatius was a Constantinopolitan heretic, his name may have 
been supplied from a source connected with that city in a way 
that made it difficult for the compiler of the heresiology to put 
him in his correct context. Noetus, Epigonus (not Epigenus, as in 
Sophronius), and Cleomenes all appear to come from Theodoret. 
Next we have Manes, whose somewhat late appearance in the 
list chronologically speaking may be due to the fact that in 
Epiphanius he occurs only after Paul of Samosata. Despite the 
fact that in 596 Gregory of Rome had not heard of Eudoxius, 
the names from Arius to Eudoxius in Sophronius’ heresiology 


' See the suggestions in PG 86 (1), 15-16, n. 4. 
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were all well known in the East as representatives of various 
shades of Arianism, so that it is not necessary to assume that they 
were taken over from Epiphanius or Theodoret. The name of the 
African heretic Donatus, on the other hand, may well derive from 
Theodoret, because in Epiphanius, Donatus is grouped with the 
Novatians. 

From Macedonius to Julian the odd ones out are the western 
heretics Pelagius and Celestius, who are also mentioned by 
Timothy of Constantinople. The juxtaposition of Macedonius, 
Apollinaris, and Magnus with the first Council of Constantinople 
(381) has already been mentioned in the discussion of Sophronius’ 
conciliar synopsis, and the source, whether direct or indirect, 
established as being Justinian’s treatise On the Right Faith. It is curi- 
ous that in his Homily on the Presentation the patriarch of Jerusalem 
mentions Apollinaris and Polemo only.'’” While George the 
Hieromonk includes the Apollinarian Polemo in his heresiology, 
and the Doctrina Patrum contains extracts of Apollinarian works 
where the names of Apollinaris, Polemo, and Julian feature, 
Sophronius’ source here, into which Pelagius and Celestius are 
wrongly intercalated, may originally have been an_anti- 
Apollinarian one. As a group the names themselves are not well 
known in heresiological literature—even Theodoret has Polemius 
for Polemo and does not speak of Julian. 

As already mentioned, from Nestorius, where Theodoret leaves 
off, to the end of the list of heretics’ names, no source can be 
established for Sophronius’ heresiology. It cannot be excluded that 
this part of the catalogue is the patriarch’s own work. 

First we are given a group of so-called Nestorians. By the 
Cilicians Cyrus and John are meant Cyrus, bishop of Tyre, and 
John, bishop of Antioch, though neither of them qualifies for the 
epithets Nestorian or Cilician. The fact that both of them fell foul 
of Cyril of Alexandria seems to have been enough to ensure their 
inclusion in Sophronius’ list or its model. Eutyches, Dioscorus, 
and Barsumas belong together, but Zooras, the anti-Chalcedonian 
stylite who came to Constantinople with Severus of Antioch and 
was included in Justinian’s condemnation of the Severans in 
536, is clearly misplaced. From ‘Timothy Aelurus down to Jacob 
Baradaeus we have a list of fifth- and sixth-century anti- 
Chalcedonians, except that the names Lampetius, Didymus, and 
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Evagrius are wrongly intercalated. Lampetius appears to have 
been a follower of Marcian of Pontus; at least a Marcianist group 
called Lampetianoi are mentioned by ‘Timothy of Constantinople 
and Maximus Confessor. Didymus (c.313-98) and Evagrius of 
Pontus (345-98), who were condemned at Constantinople II for 
their Origenism, as Sophronius himself has told us, are also out 
of place, both chronologically and doctrinally, in a list of anti- 
Chalcedonians. Julian, Felicissimus, Gaianas, and Dorotheus 
appear together as being aphthartodocetists: Felicissimus and 
Dorotheus are not well attested in heresiologies, but Sophronius 
will have been well informed about this heresy, which originated 
in Alexandria and still numbered adherents there at the time 
when he composed the Synodical Letter. From Paul the Black to 
Damian the list of anti-Chalcedonians continues. Themistius 
occurs later than he should, as the Agnoetai were already in 
evidence in the 530s. The attention which Sophronius pays him, 
to the extent of describing his heresy (albeit in simplistic and 
negative terms), and the fact that his name is placed somewhat 
late, may have been occasioned by the longevity and virulence of 
the agnoetic debate both in Chalcedonian and non-Chalcedonian 
circles. The fact that Peter the Syrian (=of Callinicum) and 
Sergius the Armenian are designated sarcastically as ‘the leaders 
of the minor tritheism’, who ‘neither agreed with each other nor 
held the same opinions in the same way as each other’, shows 
the extent of Sophronius’ familiarity with the internal politics of 
the anti-Chalcedonian camp. The same is true of the next entry. 
Damian, anti-Chalcedonian patriarch of Alexandria from 578 to 
607, was indeed an opponent of Peter, as Sophronius points out, 
and was called a Sabellian by him, It was their enmity that caused 
disunity between the Jacobite and Egyptian churches which 
opposed Chalcedon. 

Athanasius the Syrian, anti-Chalcedonian patriarch of 
Antioch (595-634), and Anastasius apozyganos (‘the unyoker’), anti- 
Chalcedonian patriarch of Alexandria, are now anathematized by 
Sophronius for the union between their two churches which was 
effected in 616 and put an uncertain end to the schism caused by 
the conflict between Peter and Damian. Next in the heresiology 
come living heretics, Benjamin of Alexandria, and the Syrians 
John, Sergius, Thomas, and Severus. From this list we can confirm 
that Athanasius II of Antioch had died before the composition of 
the Synodical Letter. The common denominator between these men 
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is their association with Athanasius and their involvement in 
the union of 616 or the meeting with the emperor Heraclius at 
Mabbog between 629 and 634. The last ‘heretics’ to be anathema- 
tized by Sophronius are Menas, Gaianite leader of Alexandria, 
and his followers. Unless Menas is to be identified with the brother 
of Benjamin of Alexandria, in which case he was a prominent 
anti-Chalcedonian who was allegedly tortured for his beliefs, 
Sophronius here gives the sole testimony to his existence. 

What we have in Sophronius’ first heresiology is a list of names 
which relies chiefly on Epiphanius and Theodoret down to the 
advent of Nestorius. Unlike Augustine, the compiler of this list 
did not use the compendious Anakephalaiosis as a guide,'’* but the 
work of Epiphanius itself. From the time of Nestorius onwards 
the list probably relies on one or more sources and the patriarch’s 
memory. Possibly the compiler of the list also had access to other 
specific additional information from anti-Valentinian, anti- 
Apollinarian, and anti-Julianist sources. 

In the first part of the heresiology the preponderance of 
Gnostic heretics reflects the attention paid to them in the sources 
used. It must be said, however, that many of these sects had dis- 
appeared completely by Sophronius’ day, indeed long before it, 
and the relevance of others to the christological debate in which 
he was involved was very slight. Some heretics anathematized 
by the patriarch, such as Theodotus the Tanner, Navatus, and 
Sabellius, deviate not gua christology but qua discipline or praxis. 

The striking aspect of the first heresiology is the number of 
misplaced names, the most serious being those of Theodotus the 
Tanner and his school, where the arrangement betrays a lack of 
understanding and probably too of interest. Zooras seems to be 
grouped with the earlier Barsumas simply because they were both 
Syrian monks, while the conjunction of Lampetius, Didymus, and 
Evagrius, although chronologically correct, overlooks the fact that 
they represented different doctrinal positions. 

Even though Sophronius has intended to be as comprehensive 
as possible in his list, there are a couple of surprising omissions, 
like Marcellus of Ancyra, who appears not only in Theodoret but 
is also referred to in one of the patriarch’s own homilies.'”* Also 


'™ See G. Bardy, ‘Le “De Haeresibus” et ses sources’, Miscellanea Agostiniana, vol. II, 
Studi Agostiniani (Rome: Tipografia poliglotta vaticana, 1931), 397-416. 
8 Homily on the Annunciation, PG 87 (3), 3221C: ‘the Marcelluses.’ 
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absent is Photinus, who, together with Paul of Samosata, was 
commonly considered in the Patristic period to have been a 
christological ancestor of Nestorius. Both Marcellus and Photinus 
were condemned by the Council of Constantinople in 381. 

On the positive side, the mention of the Julianist Felicissimus 
and the Gaianite Dorotheus is a welcome addition to the other- 
wise sparse information we have about them from other sources.'” 
In addition, the appearance of the name of Athanasius the Syrian 
among those of dead heretics gives us a terminus ante quem for the 
Camel-driver’s death. 

Generally speaking, the list of heresies or groups of heretics 
as far as the Messalians displays a sequence like that found in 
Theodoret, but the information in the Compendium is added to, 
probably directly or indirectly from Epiphanius. This is par- 
ticularly the case with the Phrygians, Pepouzians, Artotyrites, 
Antidicomarianites, and Hieracites. Orthographical divergences 
from Theodoret’s text, however, make it unlikely that the 
Compendium was used directly. The name ‘Sophians’, which 
appears nowhere else, seems to be a corruption of ‘Ophians’, a 
group which Sophronius calls ‘Ophionites’. A further oddity is the 
inclusion of three obscure Arian sects (Psathyrians, Curtians, and 
Doulians) found in Theodoret, but not a fourth (Pithicianoi), 
without any explicit mention of Arianism itself. Similarly, one 
would have expected to find Origenists, Apollinarians, and Nesto- 
rians featuring in the heresiology. In comparison with the earlier 
heresies, especially the Gnostics, the list from the Eutycheans 
onwards is very sketchy. 

Even more than the first, the second heresiology gives the 
impression of being at least second-hand. ‘The anti-Chalcedonian 
groups are tacked onto the end of a list largely consisting of 
Gnostic sects, with no attempt even to draw a line of pedigree 
from the Apollinarians or Dioscorans. Furthermore, there is no 
obvious relationship between this list of heresies and the previous 
list of heresiarchs and heretics. We seem to be dealing with a not 
very apposite heresiology which was at Sophronius’ disposal and 
which he used with few amendments to give more body to his 
confession of faith. Apart from the six groups of anti- 
Chalcedonians named at the end, it is of little relevance to the 


'? See Allen and Hayward, Severus of Antioch, 49, for the evidence on Felicissimus; 


Dorotheus. 
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debate over the two activities in Christ. Given the union of 616 
between Damianites and Petrites, and the union of 633 between 
Theodosians and Alexandrian Chalcedonians, more to the point 
would have been the inclusion of the followers of Theodosius, 
Damian, and Peter of Callinicum, who themselves are already 
anathematized in the first heresiology. 


1.5.5. Conclusion 


While most of the second heresiological list gives the impression 
of having been taken over and updated with the names of several 
anti-Chalcedonian sects, it is more difficult to pass judgement on 
the first. It is possible to argue, however, that the first half as far as 
Nestorius lay at the disposal of Sophronius, and that this model, 
with all its errors of sequence, was based chiefly on Epiphanius 
and Theodoret. The second part, clearly anti-Chalcedonian in 
tenor, contains errors and half-correct information, which the 
patriarch was either not interested in, or not capable of, rectifying. 
The closer he comes to his own time, the more expansive and 
vitriolic he becomes. The whole list is less a theological tour de 
force and a proof of orthodoxy based on the naming and anathema 
of scores of sects, many extinct, obscure, and half-remembered, 
than a polemical exercise directed against eminent anti- 
Chalcedonians, particularly those involved in the unions of 616 
and 633. By being included in a heresiology with all heresies 
before them, whether these are relevant to their christology or not, 
they are damned by association, as well as by the patriarch’s 
anathema. The idea of heretical succession is, of course, inherent 
in the genre of heresiology.'”” 

Finally, we need to consider a practical problem faced by 
Sophronius in the composition of his heresiologies: how much 
time was at his disposal between his election as patriarch and the 
dispatch of his synodika for compiling such extensive lists? It would 
be more likely that his model was a list of heresies to which he and 
others in the patriarchate of Jerusalem had access, which could be 
used for various purposes, being made relevant at the end to the 
author’s specific aim. 


" Pourkier, L’Hérésiologie, 486. 
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The Greek text of the Synodical Letter which Agatho, lector and 
nolartos (secretary) of the patriarch of Constantinople, read out 
at the eleventh session of the Sixth Ecumenical Council (680/1) 
was that of Sophronius’ synodika to Sergius, patriarch of Constan- 
tinople.'” It was this version which received a respectable Latin 
rendering when the Greek originals in the conciliar proceedings 
were translated in Rome during the years 682—701.' The Greek 
text of the Letter and its Latin translation were edited by I. D. 
Mansi in volume XI of his collection of conciliar documents, 
and in 1990 received a modern edition at the hands of Rudolf 
Riedinger in ACO ser. sec. I, 410-94. The translation of the 
Synodical Letter below, which is the first complete version of the 
document to appear in a modern language,'”” is essentially based 
on Riedinger’s Greek text, although sometimes his punctuation 
and division into paragraphs are amended. 

The document has also been transmitted in its entirety in Greek 
in another recension of the exemplar sent to Sergius, and in the 
version sent to Honorius of Rome, which differs appreciably 
from the text which went to the patriarch of Constantinople.'” In 
addition there is a number of abridged Greek versions of the 
Synodical Letter, one of which was published by Archimandrite 
Hippolytos in 1922.'"' As already mentioned, an interpolated 
extract from the Leéler sent to Honorius survives in the Doctrina 
Patrum. Parts of the work were used by later Byzantine writers 


“On the business and conduct of the council see Herrin, Formation of Christendom, 
277-80, and Meyendorff, /mperial Unity, 369-73. 

'® On the translation activity see R. Riedinger, ‘Die lateinischen Handschriften 
der Akten des VI. Konzils (680-681) und die Unzialkorrekturen im Cod. Vat. Regin. 
Lat. 1040*’, Rémische Historische Mitteilungen, 22 (1980), 37-9= Aleine Schriften, nr. VII, 
121-3,; id., ‘Die Epistula synodica des Sophronios von Jerusalem im Codex Parisinus 
Graecus BN 1115", BUZANTIAAA, 2 (1982), 149= Aleine Schriften, nr. X1, 187. 

“A German paraphrase, rather than a translation, is found in H. Straubinger, 
‘Die Lehre des Patriarchen Sophronius von Jerusalem iiber die ‘Trinitat, die Incarna- 
tion und die Person Christi’, Der Aatholtk, 87 (1907), 61-108, 175-98, and 251-65; there 
is a partial French translation in von Schénborn, Sophrone, 201-9. 

’ See further Riedinger, ‘Die Epistula synodica’, and ‘Die Nachkommen der 
Epistula Synodica des Sophronios des Jerusalem (a. 634; CPG 7635)’, Romische Historische 
Mitteilungen, 26 (1984), 91-106= Aleine Schrifien, nr. XTV, 203-20. 

' Archimandrite Hippolytos, ‘Zwdpoviov rob dywrdrov dpyteticxémou 
Tepocodijwy Adyos SoypartiKos wept rictews’, Néa Sedy, 17 (1922), 178-86. 
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such as Nicephorus I of Constantinople. In fact, a large number 
of fragments survives, thanks to the free-standing nature of four 
of its sections: those on the Trinity, the incarnation, the synods, 
and the heresies.’ 


182 


See further Riedinger, ‘Die Nachkommen’, 92~4. 


PART 2 
THE SYNODICAL LETTER 


TEXT AND TRANSLATION 


Epistula Synodica* 


AconoTn Ta mdvTa dywTdtTw Kal pakapwwTdtw ddeAd@ Kai 
avAAetoupy@ Lepyiw dpyiemiakoTw Kal watpidpyn Kwvoravti- 

¢ A ne ol ape = Saree; By nae ee 
vouToAews Lwdhpovios axpeios dobAos tis dyias Xpiotob Tob Heot 
Hav moAews. 


2.1.1. BaBai, BaBat, mappakdpiotor, mHs por Pidov viv Tro 
Havx.ov Kal 7oAd Tod mpiv mpocd.r€oTeEpor, ad’ odzeEp e& avyxias 
dmpaypwovos els mpaypnatwy TupByv eAjAvOa Kal yYepoatots TLL 
katavTAobpat Tois KUpact Baal, BaBal, Peotipnro., Tas poe vbv 
700 76 €Adytotov Kal Tob mplv ob peTpiws 7dbTEpor, ad’ obtEp ex 
Komplas Kal yis Kal dpatov Kal ToAAjs TamewdTyTOS els OdKov 
tepapxixov dveAjAvda Kal ToAbv 6pa@ ouvelevypévov Tov KAvdwva 
Kal T@ KAvdwvi TapopapTobvTa Tov Kivduvov" oby o'TwW yap HOLoTa 
kabopatat Ta yOvoTa Tpd THs TAY aGynd@v TEipas Kal yvwoews, ws 
orav [412] peta welpav Kal éfodov Tav AUTHpaY KaTadaiveTat. 
ottws vyeia tois wel” byelav vocobat tpiTdOyTOos, oTw yadjvy 
Tois peta yadjvnv xempalopevors emixaptos, oUtTw TAOUTOS Tots 
peta tAobTOV TEevopmevols eEpdoptos, Kal TaVTA Tis OUTWS aV LdoL 
TuyxXavovTa, avTa pev OvTa Kal pévovTa ducky Kal ovaiwder 
TOLOTYHTL, OTOiaTEp Kal TPO THS THV evavtiwv Teipas epaiveTo, 
Kopibotepa b€ eta THY ToUTwWY yYmow ywopeva Kal Tois abTa 
dedeypevors TOAD TiiwTepa, ov jv GAAd Kal TofewoTeEpa Kal 
TEpTVOTEpa. 


2.1.2. Kai rotro jpiv 1dB 6 dod mos ovppydretrar Aapmpdtara 
dia melpas Exatépwv yevowevos kai Tas YHdous dpbas dpilopevos, 
kal dikatos av ein KpiTHS TOV Aeyonevwy Fyiv mpoepxopevos Kal 
rg © / > a \ 3 /, / - > ~ gs. <2 ta 
kplow dpilwy dmpookAw7 Kal ddéxacrov. Ti obv éxeivos 6 GOAnTISs 


* Numbers between square brackets refer to pages in Riedinger’s text; otherwise 
brackets mark a word or letter that should be deleted; pointed brackets signal an 
insertion, more often than not supplied from the Latin translation of the conciliar acta 
edited by Riedinger. 


To the most holy Master in all things, and most blessed brother 
and fellow minister, Sergius,! archbishop and patriarch of Con- 
stantinople, Sophronius, useless servant (cf. Luke 17: 10) of the 
holy city of Christ our God [sends greetings]. 


2.1. INTRODUCTION 

1, Oh! Oh! most blessed One, how dear to me now is tranquillity, 
and how much dearer than before, now that I have come from 
tranquil freedom into a turmoil of affairs and am engulfed by 
waves on land, as it were. Oh! Oh! one honoured by God, how 
sweet to me now is a lowly estate, and not a little sweeter than 
before, now that I have risen up from the dung-heap and the earth 
and from unspeakable and great lowliness to the high-priestly 
chair; and I see the great waves surging about it and the danger 
accompanying the waves. For delights are not perceived as 
delights in the same way before the experience and knowledge of 
vexations, as when they appear after the experience and onslaught 
of sorrows. So to those who are ill after having been healthy, 
health is thrice longed for; so to those tossed about in a storm after 
calm weather, calm weather is longed-for joy; so to those poor 
who were once wealthy, wealth is wholly desirable. And one may 
see that everything happens in this way—the very things that exist 
and remain in their natural and essential quality even as they 
appeared to be before the experience of their contraries, become 
more pleasant after one does have knowledge of them [sc. their 
contraries], and much more precious, not to say more longed for 
and more enjoyable, to those who have received them. 


2. And in this regard, the celebrated Job will most clearly vote in 
our favour. Since he has experience of both and defines correct 
judgments, he would also be a just judge of what we have said, 
were he to come forward and determine a sentence which is 
impartial and unbribed. What, then, does that undefeated athlete 


‘ ‘This is the only occasion in the entire letter where Sergius is mentioned by name. 
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c > / > ‘ cal al ‘ , ‘ - 
dyow 6 ddduactos dav tav mabdv tiv petaBAnow Kal TaV 
AuTotvtwy €AOav eis erikAvaw: 


td ” 4 ‘ a uw € a 
2.1.3. Tis av we Oein kata wiva euTpocber jpepav, 
e G \ oye a 
dv we 6 Oeds edtAakéev: 
€ o ” c , > a ¢ 4 ~ 
ws OTe nUyer 6 Avyvos abtob dep Kedadrs pov, 
OTe TW hwtl avtov emopevduny ev GKOTEL' 
o a > / c a 
ott Nunv emBpiOwv ddois, 
OTE 6 KUpLOS EmLOKOTHY ETOLE(TO TOD OLKOU LOU" 
OTe Hunv VAMOS Aiav KUKAW dé Lov Ol TAidEs* 


eo > ta / ee ‘ a 
OTe €x€ov7d Lov at dd0t Bovtipw., 
A iw > ’ ‘ 
Ta de Opy wou exeovTo yaAaktu’ 
o > LZ y > , 
ote e€eTropevdouny oplptros ev 7OAEL, 
> 4 , > 4 / € td 
ev d€ tAaTEiats ETiMeTS ov 6 didpos. 
tOovtes pe veaviokot exptpynoav 
mpeopirat dé enavéotncav: 
€ 4 Le A a ‘ > / > s ta 
ddpot de eratcavto Aadobvtes SaxtvAov éemfevtes Emi oTOpartt, 
ot 0€ dkovoartes Cuakdpiody je. 


2.1.4. Odxotv eikdtws Kadyw, paxapwotato, adv “lwp ra 
mevTdbAw Bojoopar twv maAar pot TpocdvTwy KaAw@Y TH VIL 
Baddopevos: yadnvos taita Bios jv Kal yobyios Kal TamewdTys 
ovdeva ywwoKovoa KAVOwvA. 


id ” , ‘ Aa ” € - 
tis av pe ein Kata wjva éuTpoober jpepar, 
e e ‘ > tA ” 7 
dv we 6 Heds ebtAattev GOAimTov; 
€ a ” ig , > a ¢ ‘ a 
ws OTe niyet 6 Adyvos abtot rep Kedadrs wou 
efpnvaiav Brobvros Cwiv Kal dxtpavtov, 
[414] dre 7H dwtl adbrod eropevdmny ev oxdTet, 
OTE THS Houxlas eTpVywy Tovs BoTpuas, 
ote yadnvys eBpibounv yerypaov, 
oe > 4 > UA - 
ore dtapakias érpidwv BAaotypaov, 
OTe Guepysvias HyaAAtwy Tots avOeow, 
o > / > 4 a / 
ote adoBias eatedavotpny Tots Kadvéw, 
OTE ATpaypoovyyY HoTWWUNY Talis xapLow, 
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say on seeing the change of fortunes and on approaching a flood 
of sorrowful events?” 


3. Who will bring me back to the month of former days, 
the days when God safeguarded me; 

as when his lamp shone over my head; 

when in darkness I walked by his light; 

when I was steadfast in my ways: 

when the Lord kept oversight of my house; 

when I was exceedingly prosperous, 

with my children cucled around me; 

when my paths flowed with butter, 

and the mountains flowed for me with milk; 

when I went out early to the city 

and my seat was placed in the squares; 

on seeing me the young men retired, 

the old men rose to thew feet; 

the leaders stopped talking, putting a finger on their lips, 
and my hearers deemed me blessed ( Job 29: 2-10). 


4. Surely, then, it is reasonable, O most blessed One, that I too 
should cry out with Job, winner of the pentathlon, since I am 
struck by the memory of the good things that once belonged to 
me. Life was calm with these things and tranquil, and my lowly 
position knew of no flood. 


Who will bring me back to the month of former days, 

the days when God safeguarded me from oppression? 

As when his lamp shone over my head (Job 29: 2-3) 

when I was leading a peaceful and unbufleted life, 

when in darkness I walked by his light (Job 29: 4), 

when I gathered the grape-clusters of tranquillity; 
when I was weighed down by the produce of calm weather; 
when I fared sumptuously on the fruits of serenity; 
when I delighted in the blossoms of freedom from care; 
when I was crowned with the buds of fearlessness; 
when I feasted on carefreeness with the graces; 


* On the representation of Job as an athlete in Patristic literature see M. B. 
Poliakoff, ‘Jacob, Job, and Other Wrestlers: Reception of Greek Athletics by Jews 
and Christians in Antiquity’, Journal of Sport History, 11 (1984), 48-65, at 48-52. 
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OTe THs emuyelou TeEvias aTHAavor, 

ote THs dkwdbvou KoTpias Hpovy Tods avAaKas, 

OTE THS GkuavTOV TTWYElas THY OdAaTTaV erA€Eor, 

ote THs XOapadrs éotias eyavvipny Tois KaAAEow, 

OTe THS Xapatpodov diairys wavva TO wEAlppuTov jabov: 


aAAos tis “IopaijA Kal abros Oewpotpmevos Kai tpudiv tpuddv 
elpnvixyy Kal obpaviov avev yoyyvanod Kal yumpys ayvaovos. 


\ > a ‘ , r , > > 4 ‘ 
2.1.5. Ezei obv taita Kal tovTwv mépa, codwrarot, eis ewe TOV 
tpiad0Aov dvayKyn peyddAy Kai Bia Deodiray KAnpixady cai ebAapav 
poovacta@v Kal mioTav Aaik@v, THY TavTwY TOdTAY THs ayias 
tauTns Xpiatob Tob Beod ypayv morAews, THV xEtpi we Bracapevewy 
Kal Tupavvidr Spacavtwy, yeyevyntat, olots obk oda obde eriotapat 
Kpiwacuw, déi@ Tods tavépous buds Kal mpoTpémopar jt) ovov 
evyais kafapais tais mpos Ktpiov émixoupeiv enol BiwtiKds 
Gadarrevovre eita dé Kal KivduvedovTe Kal aotynpilew pe jurxporbo- 

a > ‘ > ‘ 4 ¢ , “ ‘ 
xlats oxAdlovra, GAAd Kal PeomvedaTtous diddypact TodHyEiv Tpds 
THY TOV TpaKTewy eyxeipyaw, TOUTO eV Ws TaTEpes Kal PvaarTeEs, 
ToUTO b€ ws ddEAdol Kal Opaipoves. SdTE yobv Hyeis eol TaTpLKaS 
te Kal ddeAdika@s Ta aitipata Sika Te TYyXdvovTa, Kdyw Tals 
bpuetépars Todnyiats epeyouwar kal cuutrAoK HY Ti}V Tpods pas eu70- 
pevoopuat, Hv 7 miaTis cuvdel Tovs Ouodpovas Kal 7 eAmis cuvawot 
‘ Ewa Wa ee Le ee a ‘ , ? 4 
tovs edbidpovas Kal  aydayn suvdecpol Tods Oeddpovas: dv To 
Gxowviov TO évTpiTov KaK TpL@Y ToUTwYl THY Detwy apeTra@v [416] 
oupTrAeKopevov odte Avow eriotatat ovTE pHéw UdicTraTat odTE 

4 sf > ’ a > ”~ > / > , 
Xwpiopov mapadéxetat, GAN €otw dAndas ddudppyKtov eis pilav 
ovvadywr edoeBevav tods tiv mAoKi}y adtob mAovTobvTas TV 

évOeov. 


2.1.6. Eze) 5é€ tis dmooroAK?) Kal dpxaia mapddoats ev tais 
KaTa madcav Tv olkoupevny dyiats <Tot Oeot> exxAnoiats 
KEKpaTHKEV, OTWwS ol Tpos lepapxiav aydopevor Tois TpO abTwV Tas 
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when I enjoyed earthly poverty; 

when I tilled the furrows of the dung-heap without danger; 

when I sailed the sea of penury unbeset by waves; 

when I was happy with the adornments of a lowly hearth; 

when I ate the manna, flowing with honey (Exod. 16), of the diet 
which nourishes us below— 

another Israel, as it were, myself both contemplating and faring 
plentifully on peaceful and heavenly fare without murmuring (1 Pet. 
4: 9) and unfeeling judgment? 


5. These things, then, most wise One, and more besides have 
come upon me, thrice afflicted by great necessity and by force on 
the part of the God-loving clerics and devout monks and faithful 
laity—all the citizens of this holy city of Christ our God—who 
forced me by hand and used tyrannous methods, due to judge- 
ments of a kind I do not know or understand.’ I therefore beseech 
and urge Your All-holy Self not only to come to my help by your 
pure prayers to the Lord as I sail on life’s sea, and am hence also in 
peril, and support me as I labour in weakness of spirit, but also to 
guide me by God-inspired teachings to undertake deeds, doing the 
one as father and begetter, the other as brother and kin by blood.* 
Do You therefore both paternally and fraternally grant me my 
petitions, which are just ones, and I shall follow Your guidance 
and so secure the bond with you, in which faith ties together 
those of like mind, and hope brings into agreement those of right 
mind, and love binds together those of godly mind (cf. 1 Cor. 
13: 13). Their three-stranded cord, woven together from those 
three divine virtues, neither knows undoing, nor admits of 
rending, nor allows separation, but truly cannot be rent asunder, 
leading together into one pious belief those who are enriched by 
its divine weaving, 





6. An apostolic and ancient tradition’ has prevailed in the holy 
churches of God throughout the whole world, whereby those 
acceding to the hierarchy frankly refer in all respects to those who 


* This appears to be a modesty topos. See sec. 1.4.1, above. 

* The recurring contrast between father and brother, referring to two patriarchs, 
belongs to the genre of the synodical letter. See sec. 1.5.1, above. 

* The origins of the custom are obscure. See sec. 1.5.1, above. On the implications 
of the following passage for Sophronius’ stance with regard to Rome see sec. 1.2, 
above. Sophronius implicitly proves his orthodoxy by comparing himself to Paul in 
going to Jerusalem, sharing in apostolic teaching, and passing it on safe and sound. 
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tepapxias xetpilovar mavra eidukpwads dvatibevtat, dmws ppovotev 
Kal Omws TicTews éxorev, Hv IlatAos abtois 6 codwtatos ayav 
dogadas tapadédwxev, iva jr) ets Kevov TA Spopjpata Tedyorer, 
Kevos yap abtots das 6 Spdpos eyiveto ddixouperns Kata Te THs 
miotews. exeivos yap 6 Deaméavos 6 Beot dwvav dxpoacdpevos 
kal obpavoy avrov éaynkws madevTHpLiov Kal Tapadeicov Hewpos 
yevomevos Tmpdwpos Kal pynudtwv érépois appytwyv avOpaots 
muldpuevos ededier Kal ETpepe Kai, ws adbtos dyow, éeredoPeiro 
pymws dddow KypvEas Xpiotob To owTypiov Kypvypa avbtos 
dddKimos yéevntat. d0ev Kal év TepocodrAvmors dvypyeto 6 Xprotob 
pabyris emoupavios Kal Tots Tpd adTodb Oelows wabytais brexAlvero 
Kal TO evayyeAtKov OTEp ExypuTTe Sidayma Tos TAY dAAwY SoKobat 
mpovxew eyvapile Kal Kowwvods abtods emoreito TOO SéypaTtos 
TO dogadres EavT@ pvyotevdpmevos Kal Tois pet abrov dexopevors 
avtov Ta didaypata TUTOS ATaGl GwTHpias yevopevos AptoTtos Tois 
dxodovbeiv abrot BovAopevors Tots ixveat. ToUTw Tovyapoby Kai 
jets TH EOer SovAevovTes Kal vomov Wyotvpevor KaAALGTOV TaV TO 
Tois mdAat mpeTOvTws yevomevov GmooToAK@ pdadiota Kpatuviev 
CYXELPHMLATL, TO OTWS EXOMEV TEpL TiaTEWS ypapomev Kal Tots 
deoaddots byuiv mpos Soxysny dmoaréAAoper, iva jt) Opa petatibev- 
Tes aiwvia, dtep hud of matépes EHevto, SdEwpev, od Staxpivew 
povov elddow amd Tav vobwv Ta Séxya dSéypata, ddAdAd Kai 
mpocavarAnpoty ta Aeiwovra [418] dua tH ev Xprot@ Tedeiav 
ayarnow dSuvapevors axpiBMs Kal loxyvovow. exeiva yotv AéEwv 
eAcvoopar, dep am dpyjs ev éxxAnoia TH dyia Kal KalodKy 
texJels Kai tpadels expendbynka Kal e& dradav dpoveiv dviywv 
TapeiAnda Kal knpuTTovTwy buav Tav GeomvevaTwv aKyKoa. 
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have administered the high-priesthood before them, as to how 
they should think and maintain the faith which the most wise Paul 
has handed on to them with the utmost safeguards, lest they run 
their course wm vain (Gal. 2: 2), for their entire course becomes vain if 
the faith is harmed in any respect. For that prophetic man, who 
listened to God’s utterances and had heaven itself as his school, 
and became a beholder of paradise before his time, and heard 
things that could not be told (2 Cor. 12: 4) to other human beings, was 
in dread and trepidation, and, as he says himself, was thoroughly 
afraid lest, after announcing to others the saving message of Christ, he 
himself should be disqualified (1 Cor. 9: 27). Hence Christ’s heavenly 
disciple also went up to Jerusalem and submitted himself to 
the divine disciples who were before him, and made known the 
Gospel teaching which he preached to those who seemed to be 
superior to others, and made them party to his doctrine, ensuring 
a safeguard for himself and for those after him who receive his 
teachings, becoming an excellent model of salvation for all those 
who wished to follow in his footsteps.° Accordingly we also 
observe this custom, and, because we deem an excellent law 
all that was done fittingly by older generations, especially when 
confirmed by apostolic practice, we write how it stands with us 
concerning the faith, and we send it to You, wise in the things of 
God, to be tested, lest we seem to have changed the ancient landmarks 
which our fathers positioned (Prov. 22: 28). You not only know how to 
distinguish acceptable teachings from spurious ones but also are 
able, through the perfect love of Christ, to supply what ts lacking 
(2 Cor. g: 12) accurately and firmly. It is those teachings, then, of 
which I shall discourse, teachings which I, having been born and 
reared in the holy catholic church, learned thoroughly from the 
beginning and received as the way to think from childhood, and 
heard You, who are inspired by God, preach.’ 


° On the position of Jerusalem vis-A-vis Rome and Constantinople at this time see 
Conte, Chiesa e primato, 126-7, n. 22 

’ Probably we are not to take the word ‘preaching’ as meaning that Sophronius 
was inspired by Sergius’ homilies. Rather, by claiming that his profession of faith has 
been influenced by Sergius, the patriarch of Jerusalem intends to demonstrate his 
oneness of belief with the patriarch of Constantinople. 
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Geos jpiv dpapotws moteveTat, OTL Kal Dedtys pia dvatpvaiws 
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2.2. TRINITARIAN PROFESSION OF FAITH™ 

1. I believe then, O blessed One, as I have believed from the 
beginning: in one God, Father almighty, entirely without 
beginning” and eternal, maker of all things both seen and unseen; 
and in one Lord Jesus Christ, the only-begotten Son of God, 
begotten eternally and impassibly from the same God and Father, 
and acknowledging no other beginning than the Father, nor 
having his hypostasis'’ from any other source than from the 
Father; consubstantial light from light, co-eternal true God from 
true God; and in one Holy Spirit, who issues eternally from the 
God and Father,'' the light that is itself recognized as being like- 
wise God and is truly co-eternal with Father and Son, and both 
consubstantial and of the same stock, and of the same substance 
and nature and likewise also of Godhead." 


2. [I believe] in a Trinity that is consubstantial, and of the same 
honour and of the same throne, sharing nature, sharing kinship, 
and of the same stock, in one consummate Godhead and in one 
united common lordship without confusion of persons, and with 
no contraction of hypostasis. For we believe in a ‘Trinity in unity, 
and we glorify unity in trinity, a Trinity in the three hypostases and 
a unity in the singleness of the Godhead; for the holy Trinity has 
number in the hypostases of persons, whereas the all-holy unity is 
wholly without number, and has an indivisible division and sus- 
tains an unconfused conjunction.'* For while it is divided in its 
numerable hypostases and numbered in the differences of its per- 
sons, it is united in the identity of its essence and its nature, and 
does not admit of complete partition. The unity is both unitary 
and unaggregate and shuns all numeration according to sub- 
stance. For we believe in one God unshakeably, because both one 


" For another trinitarian profession of faith in Sophronius see Homily on the Annunci- 
ation, PG 87, 3217B—3224B. Cf. von Schénborn, Sophrone, 119-56. 

* The Greek dvapyov indicates that the Father is identified as the one who has no 
principle, no source, no cause, himself being the principle, the source, and the cause 
of the Son and the Spirit. 

"A philosophical term, hypostasis was used particularly in Chalcedonian christo- 
logical discourse in the sense of concrete reality, as opposed to nature ( physis). By anti- 
Chalcedonians it was seen as the equivalent of nature and of person (prosopon). See 
further PGL s.v., 1459, B 2. 

‘' Cf. Symbol of Constantinople, ACO II, 1, 2, 128, 2-11; trans. Tanner, i. *24. 

"* The foregoing is inspired largely by the creed of Nicaea. Cf. Tanner, i. *5. 

"Cf Justinian, On the Right Faith, 72, 16-19; trans. Wesche, 164. 
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Godhead is manifestly proclaimed, although it is acknowledged in 
a trinity of persons, and one Lord is announced to us, because one 
lordship too is firmly discerned, although it is shown forth in three 
hypostases. 


3. Neither is God as one God and one Godhead divided and 
partitioned into three gods or drawn out into three godheads; nor 
is the Lord as one Lord separated and extended into three lords 
or widened into three lordships.'* (The Arians’ impiety divides the 
one God into unequal gods and partitions the one Godhead into 
dissimilar godheads, and separates the one lordship into three 
heterogeneous lordships.'*) Nor as the one God is a Trinity and 
is recognized and proclaimed as three hypostases and worshipped 
as three persons, Father, and Son, and Holy Spirit, is he said to be 
contracted or compounded or confused, that is, by coalescing 
himself into one hypostasis and combining [himself] into one 
person that cannot be numbered. (The unlawful view of the 
Sabellians confuses the three hypostases into one hypostasis and 
mixes up the three persons into one person."’) For where is the 
Trinity, you most impious people, if, according to you, the ‘Trinity 
is assembled in one person and comes together into one confused 
hypostasis? Or where is the unity, you maddest of men,"’ if the 
unity is drawn out into three essences and widened into three 
natures and multiplied into three godheads? For with the ortho- 
dox each of these is impious and drifts wholly astray from pious 
belief, whether unitarian in respect of hypostasis or triadic in the 
natures. The former is carried off directly into Judaism and carries 
off the speaker with it,'* the latter rolls aside towards paganism 
and rolls the exponent away with it.'” And either the one who 


'* A similar argument is found in Gregory of Nazianzus, Or. 39. 11 (cf. CPG 3o10); 
SC 358, 170-2. 

'. This charge is based on an Arian position that Christ was a kind of demigod, not 
fully divine but created, and therefore not consubstantial with the Father. 

© Sabellius, an obscure theologian probably of the early third century, gave his 
name to a doctrine whereby the unity of the Godhead was so stressed that it was 
viewed in terms of ‘modes’ rather than persons distinguishable in it. See EEC 2, 
748-9. 
’ The Arians are meant here. 

'" By exaggeration the Sabellians are said to approach Judaic monotheism because 
of their emphasis on unity within the Trinity. 

** Also by exaggeration the Arians are described as approaching pagan polytheism 
because they assimilate the sophistications of late pagan philosophy by reckoning the 
Trinity in terms of neo-Platonic emanationism. 
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asserts the latter madly with Arius is a thoroughgoing pagan, or the 
one who impiously accepts the former with Sabellius is a Judaizer. 


4. On this account it has been well decreed by the theologians 
that we should think of the unity in one, single Godhead and in 
the identity of essential and natural lordship, but of the Trinity 
in three unconfused hypostases and in the difference of the three- 
fold distinction of persons, so that neither should the one await 
Sabellius by being perceived as wholly one and shunning all 
plurality of hypostasis, nor should the three make Arius vain by 
being conceived through and through as three while repudiating 
every unitarian expression of Godhead and essence and nature. 
As, therefore, we have been taught to think of one God, so too 
have we received the tradition of confessing one Godhead; and 
just as we have learned to worship three hypostases, so too have 
we been instructed to glorify three persons, not acknowledging the 
one God apart from the three persons, nor understanding 
the three consubstantial persons in the Trinity—that is, Father, 
Son, Holy Spirit—as being distinct from the one God. This is why 
we proclaim as one the three in whom the Godhead is, and we 
announce as one the three of whom is the Godhead; or, to speak 
more accurately and more clearly, the three whom the Godhead is 
and as whom it is recognized. For the same thing is both one and 
is believed in as three and is glorified as three and is announced in 
truth as one.” And neither is the one, by virtue of being one, taken 
to be three, nor are the three, inasmuch as they are three, under- 
stood as one, which is both paradoxical and truly replete 
with utter amazement. For the same thing is both numerable and 
shuns numeration: it is numerable in its triple hypostases, but 
shuns numeration in the singularity of the Godhead, in that the 
singularity of its essence and nature is utterly intolerant of being 
numbered, in order that one may neither introduce a difference 
of Godhead and, further, of essence and nature, or render the 
monarchy as a polytheism.”' For all number possesses difference 
as a corollary, and all difference and distinction brings with it an 
associated number.~ 





* Cf. Justinian, On the Right Faith, 72, 16-17; trans. Wesche, 164. 

*! ‘This is an allusion to the Arian and tritheist positions, which are made explicit in 
what follows. 

* The same citation, which is transmitted anonymously, is found in Doctrina Patrum, 
252, 2-4. 


80 THE SYNODICAL LETTER 


x - A c , ‘ > > rf ‘ ¢ 
2.2.5. ApiOucirar yotv 7) pakapia Tpids ovK obciats Kal dicect 
‘ ”~ La 

kal dtaddpors OedtHow 7 Tpiacais KUpLoTyow, amaye, ws Aperor 
a oh a « 

paivovra: Kal of Tis véas TpiHeias AUTTHaw Hyovpevor, obaias TpeEis 
kal dices Tpeis Kal Tpeis KUpLOTATAsS Kal TpeEis Ouolws KevoAoyobv- 
, > ’ e , \ > / a / > 

tes Dedtytas, GAN droordcect Kai (dtdTHOL voepais TeAclats Kab 
é€autas vdeotwaats, apiOud diatperais Kal od diatperais TH 
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5. Hence the blessed Trinity is not numbered in essences and 
natures and different godheads or triple lordships (heaven forbid!), 
as the Arians assert in their madness,” and the leaders of the new 
tritheism maintain in their fury,”* when they babble about three 
essences and three natures and three lordships and likewise three 
godheads, but [it is numbered] in hypostases and perfect intel- 
lectual properties, subsisting by themselves, divisible in number 
and indivisible in Godhead. This is because the all-holy Trinity is 
divided indivisibly and is joined together again dividedly.” 
Although it possesses divisibility in its persons, it remains indivis- 
ible and unsevered in essence and in nature and likewise also in 
Godhead. Because of this we neither speak of three gods, nor do 
we glorify three natures in the Trinity, nor do we proclaim three 
essences in it, nor do we confess three godheads, whether con- 
substantial or of another substance, whether of the same kind or 
of another kind, nor do we permit what is proclaimed in regard to 
it as a unity to be drawn out into a multiplicity, or allow anyone 
to divide its unity. Nor do we understand any kind of three gods or 
know any three natures or any three essences or any three god- 
heads, whether homogeneous or heterogeneous, whether of the 
same stock or of another stock; but neither have we at all recog- 
nized gods or natures or essences or godheads or know those 
who recognize them,” but rather strike with anathemas the one 
who accepts or thinks or recognizes such. For we know one prin- 
ciple of one Godhead, one kingship, one authority, one power, 
one activity, one intent, one will, one dominion, one movement 

whether creating all that exists after it, be it providing or sustain- 
ing or preserving—one lordship, one eternity, and whatever else 
of the one essence and nature in three personal hypostases is 
unitary and unaggregate. Neither do we confuse the hypostases 
and reduce them to one hypostasis, nor do we portion the one 
essence and separate it into three essences and so divide the one 
Godhead. But there is one God, one Godhead shining forth in 


*\ There are numerous examples in the Synodical Letter of the commonplace that 
heretics are mad or frenzied. Cf. N. Brox, ‘Hiresie’, Reallexikon fiir Antike und Christen- 
tum, 13 (Stuttgart: A. Hiersemann, 1986), 283, on polemical rhetoric against heretics, 
and see further the heresiologies at 2.6 below. 

* By this are meant Peter of Callinicum and his followers. See further sec. 1.1, 
above. 

* Cf. Gregory of Nazianzus, Or. 39. 11; SC 358, 172, 18-19. 

*° Peter of Callinicum and his followers are again meant here. 
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three hypostases, and three hypostases and persons revealed in 
one Godhead. Because of this the Father is perfect God, the Son is 
perfect God, the Holy Spirit is perfect God, since each person has 
one and the same unportioned and unfailing and perfect God- 
head. And as God each exists itself, contemplated individually 
when the mind separates the inseparable, but as Father and Son 
and all-holy Spirit each is given a different name, and hence these 
components are proclaimed by divines as being individually God, 
and yet the three are proclaimed to be a single God, for the Father 
is not one God, nor the Son another God, nor the Holy Spirit yet 
another God, since neither is the Father one nature, nor the Son 
another nature, nor the Holy Spirit yet another nature. For this” 
[doctrine] both invents many different gods and spawns many 
different godheads, but the Father is God, the Son too is God, and 
likewise the Holy Spirit too is God, since one Godhead fills the 
three persons without division or deficiency and is in each wholly 
perfectly and completely. For the Godhead does not admit parti- 
tion, and is fully and perfectly in the three persons, that is, not 
partially or by filling persons in part, but subsists in each person 
most fully while remaining one, even if it is manifested in three 
persons although not indeed proceeding into a multiplicity of 
godheads, and even if it is in three hypostases, so that what is truly 
free of passion and without corporeality and unacquainted with 
suffering, which are qualities of the created world, should not 
suffer any corporeal division. 


6. Besides being God,” therefore, the Father is Father and not 
Son or Holy Spirit, but that which the Son is according to essence 
and what the Holy Spirit is according to nature. And besides being 
God, the Son is Son and not Father or all-holy Spirit, but that 
which the Father is proclaimed to be according to nature, and the 
Holy Spirit discerned to be according to essence. And besides 
being God, the Holy Spirit is Holy Spirit and is neither con- 
templated as Father nor apprehended as Son, but that which 
the Father is believed to be according to essence and the Son 


*? Sophronius is referring here to the Arian and tritheist positions. 

“ ‘This passage is conceptually very difficult. Although the phrase pera 76 efvat 
would normally be translated ‘after being God’, this would suggest a temporal 
sequence in the godhead that has Arian overtones. Consequently, I have translated 
‘besides being God’. 
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2.2.7. [430] Kai wepi ev tis ayias Kal dpoovatov, aidiov Te Kai 
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dkpoacw. 
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announced to be according to nature. The one is the case because 
of the nature and the identity of essence and the kinship of 
existence, the other because of the differing properties of the 
three and the dissimilarity of the particularities which charac- 
terize each person without confusion. For just as each one pos- 
sesses being God unchangeably, so too he has obtained immutably 
and unmoveably the property characteristic of the person which 
belongs to it and to it alone and distinguishes it from the other 
persons, and preserves unconfused the Trinity which is both of the 
same nature and of the same honour, both of the same substance 
and of the same throne. Therefore the Trinity is a trinity not only 
perfect in the perfection of the one Godhead, but also supremely 
perfect and supremely divine ‘in glory and eternity and kingship, 
neither partitioned nor alienated. Neither, therefore, is there 
anything created or servile in the Trinity, nor introduced, as if 
previously it did not exist, but subsequently accruing. Neither is 
the Son inferior to the Father nor the Spirit to the Son, but it is the 
same Trinity always, unchangeable and unalterable’.”” 


7. [have expounded to you clearly and plainly, speaking in a few 
words, how I think of, glorify, and revere the Trinity, holy, of the 
same substance, both eternal and primary and creator of all and 
royal. The concise form of the synodical letter has not permitted 
me to say more than this.”’ And, as if in the presence of that truth 
itself which oversees all, | expound by writing this synodical letter, 
and I dispatch to your all-wise ears what I hold and what I think 
and have received as prevailing from the holy Fathers—those who 
according to you are inspired by God—the benevolent and 
astounding incarnation of one of the same, all-revered ‘Trinity, 
God the Word and Son; that is to say the immeasurable emptying 
and the divine and deifying descent to us on earth. 


2.3. CHRISTOLOGICAL PROFESSION OF FAITH | 

1. I believe also concerning this, most holy One, that God the 
Word, the only-begotten Son of the Father, the one who before all 
ages and times was begotten impassibly from the same God and 


* Cf. Gregory Thaumaturgus, Conféssion of Faith (CPG 1764); ACO III, 3, 10-13. 

” This is the first of several references by Sophronius to the dimensions of the 
synodical letter, which he certainly exceeds. 

*' On Sophronius’ christology see further Cosma, De ‘economia’ incarnationis, 
81-151; von Schénborn, Sophrone, 157-224. 
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pirdvOpwrov €deov Tot dvOpwrivov yuadv 6dAtcOjpatos, Exovciw 
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petaBdoews, Kata diow dpdv eidws Oeikiv tiv evépyevav Kal 
paytpav eladds ameipdyapov mapbevias dyAailouévny dyvdrnte 
Mapias rijs ayias Kal datdpds Kai Oeddpovos Kat mavtos éAevbepas 
podvopatos Tob Te KaTA cpa Kal Puy Kal dudvovayv GapKobTat 6 
aoapkos, kat poppovtat TO Hud@v 6 Kat obvolav THVv Oeiav doov eis 
oxypa Kal €fdos dnopdwros, Kal [432] cwuarotrar Kal? ads 6 
dowpatos, Kat avOpwros Kata dAjfevav yiverar 6 det Oeds 
yvwpilopevos, Kal pytpicys Koilas éyydotptos 6 Tod aidiov 
Tatpos eyKoAmuos deikvuTat, Kal 6 Axpovos apx7Vv XpoviKyy KaTa- 
déyerat, o} davtacia Tatra ywopevos dmavta, Kaba Maviyaiois 
kai Odadrevrivos doxei tois mapddpoow, GAN dAnbeia Kal mpdy- 
pate OAov éavtTov Kevwoas TaTpiK@ Kal oikelw OeAjpate Kal oAov 
mpocdapwyv To juerepov dvpaua, capka dypl THY Hiv dpoovarov 
kal puxnv AoyiKnv, THY Wuxais Tais jpeTepats duddvdAor, Kai vobv 
TO VO TH Ya@v tapatAjaov. tatbta yap avOpwrds €or Kal yu- 
woxeTat, Kal avOpwros Kata GAjOevav yéyovev e€ adbtijs dxpas Tis 
ev raplévw TH mavayia ovAdAjbews. avOpwros yap xpnpatilew 
eBovrAeTo, iva TH dpoiw dvaxabadpor TO Gporov Kal TH ovyyevel TO 
ovyyeves dvacwontar Kal TH cuudvel TO Gudues exAauTpivere. 
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Father, having compassion and benevolent pity for our human 
fall, with free will and by the intent of the Father who begat him 
and with the joint and divine consent of the Spirit, although not 
separated from the bosom of the one who begat him, descended 
to us wretched ones. Indeed, just as he is of the same intent as the 
Father and the Spirit, so too is he of infinite essence. Admitting 
in no way of a circumscribed nature or, as we do, of a change of 
place, knowing how to effect divine activity” in accordance with 
his nature, he enters a womb innocent of marriage, radiant with 
the purity of virginity, that is, of Mary, holy and bright and of 
godly mind and free of every taint, whether in body or soul or 
thought. The fleshless one becomes flesh; the one who in conform- 
ity with the divine essence is without shape as far as form and 
frame are concerned takes on our shape; and the bodiless one is 
embodied as we are; and the one revealed as always God in truth 
becomes a human being; and the one who is in the bosom of 
the eternal Father is disclosed in the womb of his mother’s belly; 
and the timeless one receives a beginning in time. He became all 
of these things not in illusion, as it seems to the frenzied 
Manichaeans and Valentinians;” but in truth and in fact, having 
emptied himself completely, by a will that was both his Father’s 
and his own, he assumed our human substance™ completely, I 
mean flesh consubstantial with ours and an intellectual soul of the 
same stock as our souls, and a mind comparable to our mind.” In 
these things he is and is recognized as a human being, and he 
became in truth a human being from the very point of his concep- 
tion in the all-holy Virgin. He wished to be reckoned as a human 
being, so that he might cleanse like with like and rescue kin by 
kin, and illuminate the cognate by cognate. This is why the holy 


* Here we have Sophronius’ first use in the Synodical Letter of the word ‘activity’ 
(energeia) in a christological framework. 

*’ Both the Valentinians, a Gnostic group, and the Manichaeans were believed to 
have taught that Christ was neither truly human nor truly divine, although Sophron- 
ius is suggesting that they were docetists, i.e. that they believed that Christ’s humanity 
was apparent, not real. This was more commonly alleged of Apollinaris, Eutyches, 
and Dioscorus, as in the Synodical Letter itself, below, secs. 2.3.5 and 2.5.1. 

* The Greek word 4dpapa means literally ‘mixture’, ‘dough’, or ‘paste’. 

"The emphasis here on the true humanity of Christ and on his rational soul is a 
tacit rebuttal of the doctrine of Apollinaris of Laodicea, who taught that the Logos 
took the place of the human mind in Christ. 
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dua totTo tap0évos dyia AapBaverar Kal cdma Kal yuxrv 
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ayialerat Kal oUTws Uroupyel TH capKwae. Tob KTicaVTOS Ws 
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2.3.2. LapKxotrar yowv 6 Adyos Kai Heds TO HuerEpov, od mpo- 
tAacbeian capKki cvvaTTopevos 1 Tpopopdwhevte Kai Kal? adbto 
TpotmooTavte ToTE TpoGTAEKOMEVOS GwHaTL 7) TpoiToaTAGn WuxT 
ouvTenevos, dAAd TéTE TOUTOLS Tapayevomevors pos Urapéw, OTE 
abrois 6 Adyos abros Kai Feds Puvatds avvetibeto avyxpovov 
€xovta TH Urapéer THV Evwow Kal ob mpo THs mpos TOV Adyov 
dAnfeatatns cuuPdcews Kal’ éavTa yevoueva TaTOTE 7 TLVOS 
avOpmrov tdv Kal’ yds érépov TO maparav brapkavra, adda 
atvdpomov €xovta TH duatky Tob Adyou oupPdoer THY UrapEw Kal 
otk exeivns ovde ws ev od0aduot piri TavTHvi mpoTepevoucay 
exovra, ws IlabXdos 6 Lapooarteds PouPei cat Neordpwos. ‘dua’ yap 
‘odpé, dua Oeot Adyou odpé, dua cap euvyxos Aoyixy, dua Geo 
Aoyou aapé Euuxos Aoyexy.’ ev aba [434] yap cal ob Kal” Eautiyv 
€axe THY UTapEw. dua yap 7H ovAdAjber TO Adyou Tabta mapyyOyn 
mpos avoTacw Kal yvwby attd Kal? dadoTacw, dua Ta Tpos 
avotacw ayecba THY dvtTws dAnOh Kal dpuépiotov, THY pHTE 
dialpecw mdoxoveay ite TpoTHV eladexomevyny Kal avyxvoW, U7 
avTob mapayopueva Kal év avT@ cuvoTdpeva Kal abTa@ ovv7eueva 
Kal ypovov ovdeva 70 atvoAov Tijs olkElas GUaTAGEWwS TpoTEpEvorTA, 
p€épovra THs Tpos abrov dovyxtTou TE Kal dTLHATOUV cuVvbécews. 
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Virgin was taken and sanctified in both body and soul, and thus 
assisted in the incarnation of the Creator because she was pure 
and undefiled and without taint. 


2. Hence the Word and God became flesh with our flesh, not 
being conjoined to flesh that had been moulded or formed 
previously, or knitted with a body which at some time subsisted 
previously by itself, or joined to a soul which subsisted previously, 
but these elements came into existence at the time when the Word 
himself and God was joined to them by nature, possessing” the 
union simultaneously with the existence. These things never came 
into existence in themselves before their most true coming 
together with the Word, or have any existence as part of some 
human being different from our species, but they had _ their 
existence concurrently with the natural coming together of the 
Word, and did not have it even, as it were, in a dezkling of an eye (1 
Cor. 15: 52) sooner than that coming together, as Paul of Samosata 
and Nestorius babble: ‘at the one time there is flesh, at the one 
time there is flesh of God the Word; at the one time there is flesh 
endowed with an intellectual soul, at the one time there is flesh of 
the God-Word endowed with a rational soul.’”’ For in him and not 
on its own account did the flesh have its existence. For at the same 
time as the conception of the Word these elements were brought 
into consistence and united to him in hypostasis; at the same time 
there was brought into existence that which is genuinely true and 
without partition, neither suffering division nor admitting change 
and confusion. They were brought in by him and were formed in 
him and were joined to him, and for no time at all did they exist 
in their own entirety prior to their composition in him, which is 
both unconfused and unsevered.” 


*° This is an anacoluthon in Greek. 


Cf Ps. Athanasius, Letter to Emperor Jovinian (CPG 2253); PG 28, 532A; also cited by 
Cyrus of Alexandria, Announcement, ch. 7 (CPG 7613); ACO ser. sec. II, 2, 600, 3-4; 
document 3 in the monoenergist dossier, Part 3. This text is much used in christologi- 
cal debate: see Anastasius of Sinai, Hodegos I1.5; ed. Uthemann, 13-14; apparatus 
fontium, 51. Paul of Samosata and Nestorius were accused of maintaining that in the 
incarnation the Word was united with an already existing body. 

“ Cf. Definition of Chalcedon, ACO II, 1, 2, 129, 30-1; trans. Tanner, i. *86. 

* “Unconfused’ is a rejection of the supposed position of Eutyches, ‘unsevered’, of 
that of Nestorius. Here I have amended Riedinger’s punctuation. 
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2.3.3. Ex trav obv adxpavtwr Kal Taplevikav aludtwv THs Tav- 
ayias Kat dxpavrov mapbévov Mapias 6 Adyos capkwheis Kara 
dAjfevav yéyove Kal kata dAnfecav dvOpwros Kav TH TmapberiKy 
yaotpt kvohopotmevos Kal Tov xpdvov TeTANnPWKwS THs evvdpov 
KUyoEews* ws ev maa Tois PuatKkois Kat duaptiav ob dépovar Tois 
avOpamros ypiv dpovotmevos Kal THY yyeTtépav odK amaéiav 
euTrabectarny edrédevav tixtetar Deeds avOpwrelw TH owmpatt, 
woattws b€ kal TO oxjpwate pox AoyiK}y Kal dowpatov éxovtt, 
Omep abtos €v EavT@ Kal ovy ETEpos AoyiKa eveydywoe mvEvpaTL 
Kat mapOévov typet THY yevvyoacav Kal GeotdKov atti Kupiws Kal 
dAndas dvadeixvuct, kav Neatdpios 6 mapddopos pyjacetar Kal 
ToUTou TO eouayov otparomedov Saxpver Kai Opynvei Kai ddbperat 
kal ovv éxeivw TaAWw omapaTTyTat. 


> a 
2.3.4. Ocds yap Wv 6 ex mapbévov tijs dyias DeotdKov Mapias 
TiUKTOMEVOS Kal SevTépay du Ads Kal XpoviKyy TpoodExXdpevos 
yevvnow mera THY TpwTHY abTOb Kal Gid.ov THY ex TaTpOS duatKrVY 
kal avéxdpactov yévvyow, Kav cecapkwuéevos étikteTto bia T1)V 
mpos Huds Tovs aapKiKods dpodtyTa, 6Aos Heds dvupvodpevos, 
OAos 6 abros mpocdawopevos avOpwros, TéAELos Heds 6 abros yw- 
wokopevos Kal TéAELos GVO pwrros 6 abTOs yuwpilopevos. ex Sto yap 
picewv €axe TV Evwow OedtyTOS Kal avOpwrdTyTOS Kal ev duai 
¢ > / tA / , RS ‘ ” ‘ 

Terelais eyvwpileto dicen, OedtyTi Te Kal dvOpwrdTHTL. OTE yap 
TH Evwoer TpoTH Tis 7 huppwos eweaitevaer, ovTE TH Siadopa Kal 
dvddi TAV popdav Tot TMV ovai@v pweTa TrV Evwaw Sialpeais TLs 7 
Topy) EloeKpiveTo, Kav ToUTO ev AUTH TOV peunvota Neoropior, 
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exeivo d€ [436] tTHKn Edruxy Tov Kaxddpova: ta yap Kal’ UmdoTa- 
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3. And so from the undefiled and virgin blood of the all-holy and 
undefiled Virgin Mary the Word became truly flesh and truly a 
human being, even being carried in the virginal womb and fulfil- 
ling the nine months’ period of gestation. Just as in all natural 
respects which do not involve sin, he was like us human beings, 
and not despising our mean estate, so subject to passion,*” God 
was born in a human body, so too he was in a frame that possessed 
an intellectual and incorporeal soul,"! a frame which he himself, in 
himself and no other, animated with an intellectual spirit. And he 
preserved his mother as a virgin and showed that she was properly 
and in truth Theotokos,” even if the frenzied Nestorius is 
shattered [by this] and his army which fights God is in tears, and 
laments and mourns and is torn to pieces again with him. 


4. Isay this because it was God who was born of a virgin, the holy 
Theotokos Mary, and accepted on our account a second birth in 
time after his first eternal birth,”? which was a natural and 
ineffable birth from the Father, even though he was born in the 
flesh, on account of his likeness to us fleshly beings. Whole is the 
God who is hymned, whole is the same who appeared as a human 
being; perfect is the same God who is acknowledged and perfect 
is the same human being who is revealed. For from two natures 
he possessed the union of Godhead and humanity, and was rec- 
ognized in two perfect natures, Godhead and humanity. Neither 
did any change or mingling intervene in the union, nor was any 
division or severing admitted into the difference and duality of 
the forms or essences after the union, even if this latter troubles 
the mad Nestorius, and the former causes the perverse Eutyches 
to waste away. For** the elements that are united hypostatically to 


* By ‘passion’ (zd@0s) or “passions” (7dé@y) are meant normal human feelings and 
emotions. See further below, sec. 2.3.13. 

“' Cf. n. 35, above. 

* Cf Justinian, On the Right Faith, 76, 8; trans. Wesche, 167. The expression is anti- 
Nestorian in intention and derives from Ephesus I. Cf. Anastasius of Sinai, Hodegos V; 
ed. Uthemann, 43-5 and p. go. 

* Cf Justinian, On the Right Faith, 76, 18; trans. Wesche, 167. Cf. Definition of 
Chalcedon, ACO II, 1, 2, 129, 27-30; trans. Tanner, i. *86. 

“ The passage from here down to ‘pit of division’ a few lines further on is found as 
a citation in Nicephorus I of Constantinople, Against Eusebius, in J. B. Pitra (ed.), 
Spicilegium Solesmense complectens Sanctorum Patrum scriptorumque ecclesiasticorum anecdota 


hactenus opera (Paris: Firmin—Didot, 1852), 486. 
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foBotpevor, ob doBos ovdels toArTEveTaL. 


2.3.5. Hyeis d€ pwparéw dpovnpate tiv Exatépov ToUTwWY SovAnV 
mapeAdoavtes dvovav Kal éml tiv méTpav THs ebaeBelas EaTwMTES 
ddeiuavro. kal THY KAW badcTacw Tob Adyou Tpds GapKa Ti e& 
Huav THY évvovv Kal euvxov KynpUTTOLEV ovpBaow, Kal éva 
Xpiotov Kal viov Tov capkwhévta Adyov mpeaBevouev, Kal piav 
avdtob Tv Urdoctacw A€youev aivleTov, Kai év duciv abrov dyop- 
evouev diiceat, Kai dto0 Tod adbrot Oeot Adyou yevvicets mo- 
Tevomwev—iav ev THY eK Oeob maTpos, Hv Kai Axpovov Kal aid.ov 
oldaper, Kal Sevtépav tiv ex THs JeoTdKov pyTpOs, Iv Kal Tpdapa- 
Tov Kal XpoviKiy ematdueOa—Kal ‘lav Tob Deod Adyou dicw’ én’ 
abTov ‘cecapkwpernv do€dloper, GAN’ oby ws ’AroAwdptos Kai 
Eérvyis Kat Avécxopos Aéyovow, addr’ ws 6 codes juiv tapa- 
dédwke Kipirros, kal ta tav hicewv owlecbar dackopev ra Kal 
THY TOV Wvwpevwr Stadhopav atayyéAAomev THY Ws ev huatKy pev 
Aeyopmevny Kal odcav TmoioTyTL, ev ovaiwder dé VoovmEernY Kal OdaaV 


CHRISTOLOGICAL PROFESSION 93 


each other do not admit change or recognize division, or know the 
properties of confusion, or learn the marks of severance. This, it 
seems, Eutyches was ignorant of, and Nestorius too, and they did 
not know the power of the hypostatic union, in accordance with 
which the Word became flesh without change, and the flesh, 
endowed with soul and mind, was divinized without undergoing 
change.” The former is hurled into the sea of confusion, while 
the latter is borne down into the pit of division, This is why the 
former avoids confessing the duality of the natures, while the 
latter holds back from proclaiming the incarnate nature of God 
the Word as one, or shrinks from speaking of his composite hypo- 
stasis as one. The runaway slaves are fearful with a fear where no fear 
is indicated (Ps. 13: 5). 


5. Having passed by with robust mind the servile folly of each 
of these men, and standing dauntless on the rock (cf. Matt. 16: 18) 
of pious belief; we both proclaim the coming together of the 
Word hypostatically with the flesh from us which has both mind 
and soul; and we worship one Christ and Son, the incarnate 
Word; and we speak of his one, composite hypostasis, and declare 
him in two natures, and we believe in two births of the same God 
the Word*’—the one from God the Father, which we know is 
both timeless and eternal, and the second from his mother, the 
Theotokos, which we know is both recent and temporal—and we 
glorify ‘one nature of God the Word’ in him, ‘made flesh’."” But 
we do not talk like Apollinaris and Eutyches and Dioscorus,™ 
but as the wise Cyril has imparted to us, and we maintain that 
the properties of the natures are preserved, and we declare the 
difference of the united elements which is spoken of and is, in 
relation to the natural quality,” but which is conceived of and is in 


* Both Eutyches and Nestorius are portrayed here as having underestimated the 
hypostatic union in different ways. 

* Cf. sec. 2.3.4, above. 

“’ This is the famous expression of Cyril of Alexandria, on which see McGuckin, 
Saint Cyril of Alexandria, 207-12. 

* i.e. as the three classic representatives of the docetic school, who are portrayed 
as maintaining that the union of the two natures in Christ resulted in a merger, a third 
substance. 

* ‘Natural quality’ (roidrys duow}) was a Cyrillian term, used also by anti- 
Chalcedonians like Severus of Antioch. See Lebon, ‘La Christologie du monophy- 
sisme sévérien’, 538-9. 
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moadTntu Kat ovTe [438] tiv Necropiaviy Toujy deditT6pe0a, obre 
tiv Edruxvaviyy tpomy evAaBovpeda, éerel wnte ws 6 pataodpwv 
Neordptios oxetixiy TH Eevwow Aéyouer 7} icotiiav Kal TavToBov- 
Nav, Kal OeAnudtwr powy Kal tavtéTynT. TwapadAnpotmev Tijv 
otpBaow, pate ws Hdruxis 6 OenAatos Kata obyxvalv twa Kat 
ddAdoiwaw feob Adyou Kal capkos euppvywpmervys voEepw@s ATO TOV 
dvoewv Kal odor Kal popdav dAnvadotpev tiv obvOecw tav e& 
dv emi Xprotod 7 Oavpacia yeyevytat cbuPaors. 


2.3.6. ‘Oey tiv Baotixny 6d0v Kal wéonv ddevovtes Kal d7o- 
oTvyobpmev THY avyxvow Kal THY TOMY LUGATTOMEDa, LovynV dé KaTA 
‘ > / A > , c oa ‘> 4 ‘ , 
puyjy doraloucda tH davyxuTov Ouod Kal dwépratov HedtyTOs TE 
Kal dvOpwrotyTos Evwow, hv povnv yvwpilew éeriatarat 7 duarky 
‘ a 2 4 , , ‘ > / © UA , 
kat kal’ brdoTacw atbvodos: TabtHv yap GAAjAats Evotpevar Fedtys 
Te Kal GVOpwrdTys eaxyKacw, iva yTE TpoTHY bTopElvoLeY jLnTE 
diatpecw maOouev. 6 yap Tis Evacews Adyos, THs duos, dypl, Kal 
kal’ broctacw—olre yap érépav Evwow eri Xpiorob mapa tavTnv 
> / > > cal ‘ ‘ , 2¢/ \ ‘ 4 
erlotapat—ov«K ayvoel pev tiv Stadopar, e&iotyot dé Siauma€ 7H)Vv 
diaipeow Kal Typei Ta GvVdpapLovTa Tpos Evwow aTpeTTa, Kal TOV 
HVvwpevwy pEeprapLov ovK eladéxeTat. Kal dia TOUTO ex DedtHTOS Kal 
> , § .— , , ‘ ‘ > , ‘ 
avOpwrdtyTos Kal ex dbo dicewv tov Xpratov dvoudlovtes Kal 
‘ ‘ > ‘ ‘ ” ‘ fol ‘ a ‘ ‘ 
Qeov tov abrov Kal avOpwrov Kal didvd Kal dimAobv Kata Tas 

‘ rd € / ‘ . > / / > > 
ducers KnpUTTOMEV. dpwoiws b€ Kal év OedryTL TéAELOV Kat ev avOp- 
‘ ‘ > ‘A > ‘ / ‘ . i ‘ > ‘ 
WwTOTHTL TOV avTOV ETLOTALEOa TEAELOV’ 510 Kal Ev Svalv avTov doy- 
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the essential quantity.”’ Neither do we fear Nestorius’ ‘severing’ 
nor do we pay any court to Eutyches’ ‘change’. This is because 
we neither say, like the empty-headed Nestorius, that the union is 
incidental or one of equal honour and of a convergence of will, 
and rave that the coming together is by the inclination and con- 
vergence of wills; nor do we blabber, like the God-pursued 
Eutyches, in terms of some sort of confusion and alteration of 
God the Word and of his intellectually ensouled flesh, or of the 
synthesis of the natures, essences, and forms from which the won- 
drous coming together in Christ occurred. 


6. For this reason, travelling the royal road and keeping to the 
centre (cf. Num. 20: 17),”’ we both abhor the confusion and feel 
disgust at the severing, and embrace with our soul only the uncon- 
fused and at the same time indivisible union of Godhead and 
humanity, which only the natural and hypostatic union is capable 
of making known. Once united to each other, Godhead and 
humanity possessed this [sc. indivisible union], so that they should 
neither undergo change nor suffer division. The principle of the 
union, | mean the natural and hypostatic union (for I do not 
recognize a union in Christ other than this one”), is not ignorant 
of difference, but eliminates division totally, and preserves 
unchanged the elements which converge in the union, and does 
not admit the partition of what is united. Because of this, while 
designating Christ as being from Godhead and humanity and” 
from two natures, we proclaim also the same one as God and as a 
human being, and as having two natures and being twofold in 
respect of natures. Likewise we know the same one to be both 
perfect in Godhead and perfect in humanity.” This is why we 


‘Essential quantity’ (700675 odateidys) reinforces the two-nature christology of 

Chalcedon. 

*' Once again Sophronius, like Justinian, is at pains to dissociate himself from the 
extreme christological positions of both Nestorius and Eutyches. 

* ‘These are Nestorian terms for expressing the union in Christ. 

* This biblical image is much used in Patristic literature. See Uthemann, Hodegos 
VIII. 5, 99-100, 132. 

* That is, Sophronius rejects both a union by conjunction, as Nestorians would 
accept, and a union of merger, such as was attributed to Eutyches. 

* Here begins a series of citations in Nicephorus I of Constantinople, ed. Pitra, 
Spicilegium Solesmense, 350, which runs as far as ‘duality of natures’ in sec. 2.3.15. 

* Cf Definition of Chalcedon, ACO II, 1, 2, 129, 24-5; trans. ‘Tanner, i. *86; and 
Justinian, On the Right Faith, 76, 34-5; trans. Wesche, 168. 
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patilouey diicect, Kal dpootciov ws Oeov TH matpi Tov abrov 
avaypadomev Kal 6moovatov 7H LyTpl Kal yiv Tov abrov ws avOp- 
wrov ddoKopeEV, OpaTov TOV abTOV Kal GOpaTov, KTLATOV TOV abToV 
woattws Kal aKTLGTOV, GMa TOV adTov Kal dowpatov, [440] 
dmTov Tov avrov Kal dvémadhov, meptypantov tov avbrov Kal 
dmeplypamtov, émiyetov Tov avTOV Kal OvpdvioV, GdpKa TOV abTov 
euibvywperny Aoyiukas Kal OedtyTa mpdchatov tov adrov Kal 
did.ov, tamewov tov adrov Kat daéptatov, Kal doa diTTis 
dpeplotws evpioxetar dvcews, Kav Ta ev UTIpyxeV del, ws dvaw 
exwv didiov, Ta dé dU Huds ev _ypovors axydtous atTpémTWS eyevETo, 
ws diow mpocdaBav tiv dvOparecov. 


> ‘ € o a > ‘ > ta A ‘ 
2.3.7. Ei ydp } €vwais atpentos Fv Kal duepiotos, domep Kal 
aTpemTOs €oTt Kal aueptotos péver, Kal Ta Sto dvo dvadrAowTw 
diahopa onpawopeva Kai duepiotw étepdTyTt AduTovta, Pies 
tabta Kai obaiat Kat popdai KabeotyKacw, e€ Gv 1% aroppytos 
: ¥ 
yéyovev Evwoars, Kal ev als eis Kal 6 abros Xpiotos KatomTeverat, 
péver kal TO év ev, 70 €& abtav yeyovds amotéAecua, pyKere diya 
= a a 
diatpovpevor, Kal Ta €€ Mv €oTw avev TOMAS Kal TpOTIS evderkvUpLE- 
vov' UmdaTaas TOUTO TUyXaVEL Kal TpdcwroVv abvOeTOV e€ dovy- 
XUTOv cvaTav dvakpdcews Kal wepropov odK Eldvia cupPdoews Kal 
‘ °. “a ‘ / “a ‘ > -. ‘ ” 4, , a 
TO elvae €v Kal pévew év Aaxov dd.aipeTov, Kal odTe dbo Kad Ev 
UmdpxEer yvopevov oUTE GuyXéov Kal TpOs play ayov EvoTnTa Kal 
dvotkiy Kal obowdn TavToTyTa Ta CE Hv duaikas ouvevynvexTat, 
> >? Ls “a ‘ 27 A > ‘ , “a A ‘ ‘ 
GAN €otw év Kal d00 76 adrTo yuwpilopevor, Ev prev KaTa T7V 
Umdotaclv Te Kal TO TpdawmTor, dvo0 d€ KaTAa Tas PUaes abTas Kal 
‘ ‘ > a 30 4% ee yo. Fe a , \ 
tas puaikas abtav téudTyTas, €€ Hv Kai 76 elvat Ev dteKAjpwoe Kai 
TO pévery TH hicer SuTAobv dSrefidAakev. dev 6 abros pévwy ets 
e > > c 
Xpiotos Kal vids Kal povoyerys ddudtpynTos ev Exatépats Kabop- 
dra Tais dvcect Kai Ta Exatépas dvaikas ovalas eipyaleto Kata 
THY EKATEpA Tpodovaay oObaLwdy TOLOTHTA 7] Kal PyaLKyyY (dLoTHTA. 
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both teach that he is in two natures, and describe the same as 
God, consubstantial with the Father, and speak of the same as a 
human being, consubstantial with his mother and with us. We 
maintain that the same one is visible and invisible, that the same 
one is likewise created and uncreated, that the same one is corpor- 
eal and incorporeal, that the same one is tangible and untouch- 
able, that the same one is circumscribed and uncircumscribed, 
that the same one is earthly and heavenly, that the same one is 
flesh endowed with an intellectual soul, and Godhead, that the 
same one is lately appeared and eternal, that the same one is lowly 
and sublime; and whatever is found [to be] inseparably of dual 
nature, even though some parts exist forever because he has an 
eternal nature, yet others on our account came into being without 
change in the last times (Heb. 1: 2) when he assumed human nature. 


7. For if the union was unchanging and unpartitioned, as indeed 
it abides unchanging and remains indivisible, and the two are 
indicated as two by an unaltered difference and are conspicuous 
by an unpartitioned otherness, these were established as natures 
and essences and forms from which the mysterious union came 
about and in which one and the same Christ is perceived. The one 
indeed remains one, what is produced from them is no longer 
divided in two, and those elements from which it is composed are 
demonstrated to be without severance and change. This is the 
hypostasis and the composite person, which is composed from an 
unconfused blending and does not know a segmentation of com- 
ing together, and it obtains an undivided existence that is one and 
remains one, neither becoming two in so far as it exists as one, nor 
confusing and leading to one unity and an identity of nature and 
essence those elements from which it is naturally constituted. 
The” same thing is acknowledged to be both one and two, one 
according to both the hypostasis and the person, but two accord- 
ing to the natures themselves and their natural properties, from 
which it was allotted the state of being one and preserved the state 
of remaining dual in nature. Hence the same one, remaining one 
Christ and Son and only-begotten, is discerned not severed in 
each nature, and performs the acts of each essence naturally, 
according to the essential quality belonging to each or to its nat- 
ural property. If he had a single and simple nature, as in his 


* Here begins the French translation of von Schénborn, Sophrone, 201-9. 
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Omep ef TiHv daw eoxe povadiK7v Kal aotlvyov Kala Kal THY 
bmoaraaly Te [442] Kal TO Tpdcwror, ovK av duem@paéaTo Kal obK av 
6 eis Kal 6 adros vids kal Xpiotos ta éExatépas evtedws 
kateipyaleto hicews. méTe yap Oedtys duéroxos Gwpatos eépya 
PUTLKMS KATELPYAOaTO GwHpaTOS, 7] TOTE GHpa ynpevov HedtHTOS 
mpaéers evippynoev odawwdas yrwpilopevas Dedt TOs; 


2.3.8. O dé Eupavouna, eis dv kal év tavt@ Ta Exdtepa, TovTéaTe 
4 ‘ ” ‘ ¢ / ” A > / 4 
Geds Te kal avOpwros, Ta Exarépas edpa Kata GAjfevav dicews, 
> om > a ‘ / ‘ ‘ ‘ c > ‘ 
kat dAdo Kat dAdo evepywv Ta TpaTTopeva, Kabd prev Deds 6 abros 
4 - A si. c > A ‘ > , c ‘ a a 
Ta Oeia, Kalo dé dvOpwros 6 abros Ta dvOpamwa, éavTov Tots Taot 
dear BovAdpevos ws Meds 6 abros ein Kal dvOpwros, Kat dia TobTO 
6 abtos ta Te Oeia moved Kal avOpemiva, dpotws Kai A€yer Kal 
pbéyyerat, kal obk dAAos pev Ta Oatpata wémpaxer, GAAos dé TA 
avOpamwa térevxe Kal Ta TaOjpata mémovlev, ws Neartdpios 
, > > e ‘ ‘ ‘7 > ‘ ‘ ‘ er Lg ‘ a 
BovAerat, Gar’ eis ev Kal 6 adros Xpiotos Kal vids, 6 Ta Oeia 
dedpaxws Kal dvOpammuwa Kat’ ddXo dé Kai GAAo, cs 6 Oeios empéo- 
, > 4 ‘ > > / »” ‘ > / 
Bevoe Kipir\dos, ered1) Kal év dudotépos ecye tiv e&ovciav 
> , > A > ‘ ‘> / ‘ A ‘ ‘ Aa > ‘ 
dovyxutov ob pv dAda Kat duépiotov. Kalo pev yap Oeds 6 abros 
e cal Doh ” ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ ” c > ‘ 
bmypxev aidios e€dpa ta Batata, Kalo dé avOpwros 6 atros 
eyvwpileto mpdadatos émole ta TaTewa Kal avOpwmmwa. doamep 
‘ > . ¢ / , , > a ‘ © a 
yap ev Xpiot@ Exatépa pvddtrer diais dveAd\uTa@s tiv éavTis 
ae a 
(SvoTyTa, OUTW Kal evepyei ExaTépa Lopdy) eta THS Oarépov Kow- 
wvias Tob Omep ibiov EoynKe, TOD pev Adyou Katepyalopevou 
a ia a ~ ~ 
Tool émep €ott Tob Adyou, eta THs KoWWwVias SyAOVETL TOK GaHpa- 
Tos, TOU S€ Gwpatos exTEAoVTOS ATEp €oTi TOU GwmaTos, KOL- 
wvovvtos abt@ dyAadi Tob Adyou THs mpdgews, Kal Tatra ev 
dmooTdce: ud yywpiloueva Kal ev mpocwmw évi Jewpovpmeva Kal 
/ ‘ 
THv BdeAvpwratnv Touryv dwwOotvpeva, ote yap dinpypevws 
evipyouv Ta ld.a, iva Kal peptajov avTav UToTTEVawpeEV. 
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hypostasis and person, he would not have accomplished, and the 
one and the same Son and Christ would not have performed, the 
acts of each nature perfectly. For when did Godhead, having no 
share in a body, perform bodily acts naturally, or when did a body, 
devoid of Godhead, execute actions which are recognized essen- 
tially as those of Godhead? 


8. Emmanuel, being one and both in the same [person], that is 
both God and human being, truly performed the acts of each 
nature, executing what was done according to one or the other: as 
God, the same one executes divine acts; as a human being, the 
same one executes human acts, wishing to show himself to all 
that the same one is God and a human being, and consequently 
that the same one performs both divine and human acts, and 
likewise in talking and speaking. It was not that one worked 
the miracles and another wrought the human acts and suffered 
sufferings, as Nestorius wants,’ but one and the same Christ and 
Son, the one who did the divine and the human deeds according 
to the one or the other, as the divine Cyril advocated,” since 
indeed in both he possessed the unconfused, not to say also unpar- 
titioned, power. For in so far as the same one existed eternally as 
God, he worked the miracles; in so far as the same one was 
revealed as being of recent times a human being, he performed 
the lowly and human deeds. For just as in Christ each nature keeps 
its own property intact, so too does each form, with the participa- 
tion of the other, effect what it possesses as its own: the Word 
achieves what is proper to the Word, obviously with the participa- 
tion of the body, while the body accomplishes what is proper to 
the body, when of course the Word shares the act with it.”” And 
these things are revealed in one hypostasis, and are beheld in one 
person, and repudiate the abominable severing. For nor do they 
effect their own acts in a divided way either, so that we might 
suspect division in them. 


“ Nestorius was commonly perceived to have apportioned Christ’s actions either 
to the divine nature or to the human nature, depending on whether they were lofty or 
banal. 

* The Cyrillian term ‘according to one or the other’ is cited in Article of Faith VII 
of the Announcement drawn up by Cyrus of Alexandria; document 3 in the monoener- 
gist dossier, Part 3 below. 

© Cf. Leo, Letter (Tome) to Flavian (= Letter 28); ACO IIL, 1, 1, 14, 27-9. 
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2.3.9. Mi cxipratw dia toito Neordpios éavtov BoveodAdy 6 
‘ o e > -~ ¢ a tn 
mapadopos, oTiTEp Exatépa pophr) ev TH Evi XproT@ kal vid wera 
THs Oatépov Kowwvias Tobdl dep [444] trov €aynKer expartrer, 
ovte yap ths Oatépas Kar’ atrov duectw@oa Tob dep idtov 
€oxykev empatrtev. od yap do kat abrov Xpiotovs Kal viovds Tovs 
> a / Lid 4 ‘ £ e. 5 | A A 
evepyoovras do€dlomer, eva ev kata dvow viov Kat Xpiatov Ta 
mapddo€a, devtepov d€ kata xdpw viov Kal Xpratov 7a TTWYOTEpA, 
kav ef d0o Tas Kowds evepyovoas wopdas doypatilouev Exdornv 
‘ ‘ c a ‘ > ‘ > s o@ ‘ ‘ > ‘ e, ‘ 
Kata THY €auTis duoiKkyy (dtdTyTA, GAN’ eva Kai Tov avTov viov Kal 
Xpiorov Tov Ta vysnAd Kal TTwXA duoikas epyalopuevov Kata TV 
éExaoTyns Tav dvoiv avbrod dicewv duakiy Kal obowddy TOLWOTHTA 
/ € rd > ‘ / s+ 2 
Aéyomev. at yap tor dices dueTaBAnTor prévoveat Kal dovyxuToL 
kal dvo0 ThAavyads yvwpilopevar Kal ob cvyKexupevws evwbeioau 
TovTwyv TavTeA@s obK eaTépyvTo, Kav ev dToaTdcer pia diedeiK- 
vuvTo, 7) maTnv THAdATwWoav Edtvyis Kal Avockopos of Tis obK 
n” > / , / > ‘ ‘ a ‘ 
ovoyns abéov avyxtcews mpoBodou GAAa peta THs Barépou Kow- 
wvias éxdotyn dios TO idtov émparte Kal THY dtalpeow devyovca 
Kal TIV TpoT7V ob ywwaKovoa Kal 77)v Stahopay mpos TI Oatépav 
pvdatrovea Kai THY Kowwviav Kal otvOecw ddidduTOV Kai dppay} 
, ” > a ‘> ‘ “ o a > f 
diacwlovaa. évOev edoeBobvres Kal emi TOV Opwv THs 6pAodoEias 
iordpevor Womep Tov €va Kal Tov abrov Xprarov Kai viov evepyeiv TA 
Exatepa A€éyomev, eed) Yeds 6 abtos bajpxe Kal avOpwros Kal 
ovdeniav evovpovpeba avyxvatr, obTwWs obdE ExaTepay Lopdry LEeTa 
THs Oatépov Kowwvias evepyeiv Ta ida dadcKovtes, emerdymeEp Svo 
‘ > ‘ a a 7 “ 
pophat kabeatiKacw ev evi kal T@ atta Xprota dvaikws evep- 
yovoat Ta td.a, TWa TO Taparrav evvoodpmev Sialpecw, ws evtatba 
\ ap a a ‘ arena , 
pev Edruxys, éexeice b€ cuxodarteiv nuds éeféAec Neordpios, 
> > 4 > , Lg 4 ‘ ‘ 3 c a ~ > a 
e€ évavtias dAAjAwv totdpevor Kal Tov Kal’ yay tav edoeBOv 
dvocehy wepiadpevor TOAEpOV. 
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g. Let Nestorius not rejoice on this account, the frenzied man 
who cheats himself, seeing that each form in the one Christ and 
Son did what was proper to it with the participation of the other, 
for neither when separated from the other in him did it do what it 
possessed as its own."' For we do not glorify two Christs and two 
sons in him, the one who is Son and Christ by nature performing 
the miracles, and the second who is Son and Christ by grace 
performing the lowlier actions. Although we teach as two the 
forms which operate in common, each one according to its own 
natural property, still we declare as one and the same Son and 
Christ the one who accomplishes both lofty and lowly acts in a 
natural way, according to the natural and essential quality of each 
of his two natures. For the®’ natures remained unchanged and 
unconfused”’ and were revealed clearly as two, and were united in 
an unconfused way. They were not deprived of these acts at all, 
although they were manifested in one hypostasis, lest Eutyches 
and Dioscorus leap in vain, the promoters of the godless confu- 
sion that does not exist. But each nature, with the participation of 
the other, did what was proper to it,"* and avoided division, and 
did not recognize change,” and preserved the difference with 
respect to the other, and kept the participation and the com- 
position undissolved and unbroken. We, therefore, believing 
piously and standing within the boundaries of orthodoxy (cf. Prov. 
22: 28), say that the one and the same Christ and Son performed 
both acts, since the same one existed as God and a human being, 
and we do not entertain the idea of any confusion. So, while 
maintaining that each form, with the participation with the other, 
performs what is proper to it, since two forms are constituted in 
one and the same Christ and effect naturally their proper acts, we 
do not think at all of a kind of division, as Eutyches in one place, 
and Nestorius in another, wanted us to misrepresent. ‘They stand 
at opposite extremes from each other, and are separated in the 
impious war which they wage against us who are of pious belief. 


°! ‘This again is the language of Leo’s Tome. 

“ Here begins another citation from Nicephorus I of Constantinople, Against 
Eusebius, in Pitra, Spictlegium Solesmense, 487, which runs to the phrase ‘in one 
hypostasis’ a few lines further. 

" Cf. Definition of Chalcedon, ACO IL, 1, 2, 129, 31; trans. Tanner, i. *86, 

™ Cf. Leo, Letter to Flavian, ACO II, 1, 1, 14, 27-8; trans. Tanner, i. *79. 

© This is an echo of part of the Definition of Chalcedon, ACO II, 1, 2, 129, 31; ef. 
‘Tanner, i. *86,. 
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2.3.10. Ods eis obd€v Aoyilopevor Kal THY ExaTépas Piacews 
¢ / u > / 4 > , / A ‘ ‘ eg 
ExaTépav lopev evépyeiav, THV ovaLwdH A€yw Kal dvorkyy Kat [446] 
KatdAdAnrov, dd.aipétws e& Exdatyns tpoiotcar obaias Kal Pdaews 
Kata. THY e€uTeducviay adtH ducky Kal ovauwdyn ToLOTHTA Kal THY 
dpépiotov oot Kat dovyxuTov THs Garépas ovcias auveTayonevyny 
auvepyeav. TobTo yap Kal Ta@Vv évepyer@av emi Xpiatod more? TO 
, o ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ tA ~ tA > ‘ 
diddhopor, warep 61) Kal To efvar Tas dices THV Picewv: ob TavTOV 
yap Oedtys te Kal avOpwrdtys Kata tiv dvaiKds ExdoTy 
mTpocovaav TmowTyTa, Kav ets UTOoTAOW pilav dAAjAaLS adpadoTws 
ouvédpapov Kal eis €v dovyxyitws avvetéOyoav mpdacwmov Kai 
‘ > ‘ ov ‘A ia - ‘ La > / a a > 
Tov abrov éva Xpiotov iuiv Kai viov dmetéAnoav dia tis Kal 
e , ‘ > / a ‘ / oe ‘ ‘ 
bmoaTacw pos dAAjAas ouvdpoprys Kal cuvldcews. 6 TE yap Heos 
‘ ‘A / > ‘ ‘ > ‘ nn ‘ ~ > 
Adyos Feds Adyos €or Kal ob cape, Kav aapka AoyiKas eppvywp- 
évnv mpocetAnde Kal évwoe tabTnv éavT@ dvotxy Kal Kal? 
brdaTacw Wvwoev, 7 Te GapE capé CoTw epipvywpery AoyiKas Kal 
ot Adyos, Kai ef Geod Adyou capé KaTonTeveTat, Kal dia TOUTO OUTE 
‘ > L > , > , | ay 4 4 ‘ oe ‘ 
TH abt dtapadAdctws dAdAjAats Evepyerav peta TI Evwaty TV 
pvoixiy Kal dovyxutov, Tovréate 77v GAO} Kal Kal” baooTacw 
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2.3.11. ‘Qorep obv tiv Exatépas odcias Kal dicews, && dv Hiv 7) 
davyxutos emi Xpiotot yéyovev Evwars Kal Tov éva Xpratov Kal 
viov amretéAecev OAov Oedv, GAov Tov abrov TLAaTEVOMLEVOY avOpwToV, 
Exatépav dvorkyy dpuodoyobpev evépyerav, iva pur) Tas dovyxTws 
évwleicas pices cuyyéwpev, eimep ex TAY evepyemv Kal Lovov 
Kata Tovs Ta To.wabTa Sewods at dices yvwpilovrar Kal TaYV 
obowy dei TO diddopov ex Tob diaddpov TaV éevepyer@v KaTadap- 
BdvecOat wéhuxev, ottw kal mdcav Pwr kal evépyerav, Kav Dela Tis 
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10, Counting these men as nothing, we know that each activity of 
each nature (I mean the essential and natural and corresponding 
activity) proceeds indivisibly from each essence and nature accord- 
ing to its innate natural and essential quality,”” and [we know] the 
inseparable and at the same time unconfused cooperation of 
the other essence brought in with it. For it is this which makes the 
difference also in the activities in Christ, just as too the existence 
of the natures [makes the difference] in the natures. For Godhead 
and humanity are not identical with regard to the quality which is 
naturally inherent in each, although they met together inexpress- 
ibly in one hypostasis and were composed without confusion 
into one person, and produced the one and the same Christ and 
Son for us through the mutual, hypostatic, combination and 
composition. For God the Word is God the Word and not flesh, 
although he assumed flesh endowed with an intellectual soul, and 
united this to himself in a natural and hypostatic union; and the 
flesh is flesh endowed with an intellectual soul and is not the 
Word, even if the flesh is discerned as belonging to God the Word. 
And because of this they neither have the same activity indis- 
tinguishably from each other after the natural and unconfused 
union, that is, the true and hypostatic union, nor do we speak of 
their one, single activity, that is, one that is essential, natural, and 
completely indistinguishable, lest we herd them even into one 
essence and one nature, made sport of by the children of the 
Headless Ones,” and shamefully put forward by them explicitly as 
composite. 


11. We therefore confess each natural activity of each essence and 
nature from which the unconfused union in Christ came about for 
us and brought about the one Christ and Son, wholly God, the 
same believed to be wholly a human being. [We do this] in order 
not to confuse the natures which are united without confusion, if 
as is the fact the natures are revealed from the activities and only 
from them, according to those who are experts in such matters, 
and the difference of the essences is always understood from the 
difference of the activities. Even so we teach that every utterance 
and activity, whether divine and heavenly or human and earthly, 
proceeds from one and the same Christ and Son and his one, 


"’ Cf. sec. 2.3.5, above. 
** On the Headless Ones see sec. 1.4.4, n. 121. 
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Neortopiov piapav eudpattwy ardopporav—oure yap O00 Kat’ abrov 
Xpistovs Kal viots, ws elpjKkaper, Tods evepyotvtas TaiTa Te 
Kdkeiva mpecBevowev—dia d€ Tob dexvivar Ta ExaTépas ida 
picews dovlyxuTa meTa THY Evwow pévovTa Kal ExaTépav TOV abTov 
dpoiws mpodépew evépyerav TH dvoik@ Adyw yrwpilopevyny TAvV 
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composite, and single hypostasis. He was the incarnate God the 
Word, who produced naturally from himself in an inseparable 
and unconfused manner each activity” according to his own 
natures: according to his divine nature on the one hand, in 
accordance with which he was consubstantial with the Father, [he 
produced] his divine and unutterable activity; while according to 
his human nature on the other hand, in accordance with which 
the same one also remained consubstantial with us human beings, 
[he produced] his human and mundane activity, [each activity 
being] congenial to and befitting each nature. And he does not 
allow any of those who see him to be scandalized, on the grounds 
that the same one, who performs this and that naturally, is not 
God and a human being. By effecting both actions, the one and 
the same Christ and Son stops up the foul effluence of Nestorius. 
(For neither, as we have said, do we worship two Christs and Sons 
in him, as if it is they who effect this and that.”’) By showing, on 
the other hand, that what is proper to each nature remains uncon- 
fused after the union, and that the same one [sc. Christ] likewise 
produces each activity, revealed by the natural principle of the 
natures, and expressing its own nature naturally, from which it 
springs forth inseparably and naturally and gushes forth according 
to its essence, he burns to ashes the sprout of Eutyches, which 
loves confusion.” 


12, Hence, being born like us, he [sc. Christ] was fed with milk, 
and grew, and went through the bodily developments which the 
years bring, until he reached mature human stature (cf. Eph. 4: 
13), and accepted our hunger (cf: Matt. 4: 2) and thirst (cf. John 4: 
7, 19: 28) and incurred the fatigue of journeys like us (cf. John 4: 6). 
He likewise performed the activity of walking like us, accom- 
plished in human fashion, and advancing in accord with human 


™ Here the adverbs ‘indivisibly’ and ‘unconfusedly’ of the Chalcedonian definition 
are pressed into service to show the necessity of confessing two activities in Christ, 
who is in two natures. 

* ‘That is, according to Nestorius, the human actions stem from the humanity, the 
divine actions from the divine nature. 

” Eutyches supposedly taught that the two natures of Christ merged into a third 
substance. 
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essence, gave proof of his human nature. For this reason he also 
went from place to place as we do, since he had become truly a 
human being and possessed our nature without diminution and 
was restrained by bodily limitation, and bore an appearance 
corresponding to ours. The form of his appearance was bodily, 
that is, belonging to a body, in accordance with which he was 
conceived and moulded in the womb, and which he preserved for 
always and will preserve for endless ages. 


13. This is why when he was hungry (Matt. 4: 2) he was fed, this is 
why when he was thirsty (cf. John 4: 7, 19: 28) he was given drink 
and drank as a human being, this is why as a child he was carried 
as he rested in the Virgin’s arms and reposed on his mother’s 
bosom, this is why when he was tired he sat down (cf. John 4: 6), 
and when he needed sleep he slept (cf. Matt. 8: 24), even so he felt 
pain when hit (cf. John 18: 23), and when whipped (cf. Matt. 26: 27) 
he suffered, and underwent bodily pain when his hands and feet 
were pierced on the cross (cf. John 19: 12). For when he wished he 
gave his human nature the occasion to activate and suffer what 
was proper to it, lest his far-famed incarnation be judged some 
kind of illusion and a hollow spectacle. For he did not take these 
things upon himself against his will or under necessity, although 
he did submit to them in a natural and human manner, and 
did and performed them with human movements: perish the 
abominable idea! For it was God who endured suffering these 
things in the flesh and saved us with his own sufferings and 
through them awarded us freedom from passions. But sometimes 
the same one decided to suffer and operate and act in a human 
fashion, and resolved to help those who were watching, on whose 
account he had in truth become a human being, and not when 
natural and fleshly movements wished to be moved naturally to 
activity, or godless conspirators strove with consummate daring to 
accomplish their plots. For he put on a body that was passible and 
mortal and corruptible and subject to our natural and blameless 
passions,” and he permitted it to suffer and do what corresponded 
to its own nature until his resurrection from the dead. There he 
brought our passibility and mortality and corruptibility to an end 
and bestowed on us freedom from them. 


"' These are the natural, human emotions or affections which are in themselves 
innocent; their assumption by Christ does not negate his sinlessness. 
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14. Thus in this way he exhibited the humble and human things 
voluntarily and at the same time naturally, remaining God in the 
midst of them nonetheless. For he was his own steward of human 
passions and acts, and not merely steward but also governor of 
them,” although according to nature he became incarnate with 
respect to a passible nature, and on account of this his human 
elements went beyond the human, not because his nature was not 
human, but because he became a human being voluntarily. And 
having become a human being, he submitted to these [human 
elements] voluntarily and not through tyranny or necessity, as 
sometimes happens to us even against our will, but at the precise 
time and to the extent that he wished, and he himself consented 
to yield both to those things which brought the sufferings and to 
the sufferings themselves, which were effected in accordance with 
nature. [Contrast] the divine and luminous and loftiest actions, on 
the other hand, and those clearly surpassing our mean estate, 
namely the miraculous and the extraordinary and the emanation 
of wondrous deeds, such as: 


the conception without seed, 

the leaping of John in the womb, 

the uncorruptive birth, 

the undefiled virginity which was intact before the birth and 
during the birth and after the birth, 

the heavenly message given to the shepherds, 

the drawing of the Magi moved by a star, and the bearing of gifts 
which came with it and the adoration, 

the knowledge of learning by one who had not studied (‘For how 
is it’, they said, ‘that he has learning when he has not studied?’ 
(John 7: 15), [the knowledge] which in particular refuted the 
perverse love of the lovers of ignorance), 

the changing of water into wine, 

the invigoration of the sick, 

the restoration of sight to the blind, 

the straightening out of the deformed, 

the bracing of the paralytics, 

the straight course of the lame, 


* On the significance of the words ‘steward’ (¢amias) and ‘governor’ (prytanis) here 
see Hovorun, Jill, Action and Freedom, 138-41: they refer to the ‘ultimate source of the 
energeiai, from where and by which they are distributed and provided, as well as 
directed and controlled, evaluated and judged’. 
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diya capkos AoyiKas euipvywpevyns empaTTeTo. 
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the resplendent cleansing of the lepers, 

the prompt satisfying of the hungry, 

the blinding of the persecutors,”’ 

the stilling of the winds, 

the calm subduing of the sea, 

the bodily walking on the waters, 

the expulsion of the unclean spirits, 

the sudden stirring up of the elements, 

the darkening of the sun over all the world, 

the spontaneous opening of the tombs, 

the rising from the dead after three days, 

the never-ending dissolution of corruption, 

the unceasing destruction of death, 

the unimpeded exit, under guard, from the stone and the sealed 
tomb, 

the unchecked entry through the locked doors, 

the wholly astonishing ascension in the body from earth into 
heaven, 


and all deeds comparable to these which surpass the nature of 
speech and the power of voice and are more than superior to all 
human understanding (cf. Eph. 3: 20). All of these, accomplished 
beyond human reason and nature, are confessedly signs of the 
divine essence and nature of God the Word, even if they are 
effected through the flesh and the body and are not achieved apart 
from the flesh endowed with a rational soul. 


15. We shall not as a consequence of these considerations con- 
jecture that God the Word is fleshless, or teach that he is without a 
body, because he performed deeds superior to the body. Indeed, 
the Word truly became incarnate and, being made incarnate 
without deceit, took a body and is acknowledged as one Son, he 
who brings forth every activity from himself, both divine and 
human, both humble and exceedingly great, earthly and heavenly, 
fleshly and incorporeal, visible and invisible, circumscribed and 
uncircumscribed, corresponding to his duality of natures, and 
unfailingly proclaiming the duality through itself, and loudly 
announcing it. For since the same Son, indivisible in regard to his 


" This is apparently a reference to the blinding of the persecutor Saul (Acts 9: 
1-9), and thus quite out of chronological sequence. 
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hypostasis and the same one revealed as two natures, is one, he 
performed the miracles according to one [nature], and admitted 
the lowly acts according to the other. Because of this those who 
have godly thoughts, who have been crowned in the contests by 
Christ God and have received the gift of speaking from God, and 
have together woven for us most godly understanding, say: ‘When 
you hear contrary expressions about the one Son, divide what is 
said correspondingly between the natures. If something is great 
and divine, assign it to the divine nature, but if something is small 
and human, reckon it to the human [nature].’” ‘For in this way 
you will both avoid discordant vocabulary, each nature receiving 
what is proper to it, and you will confess the one Son, both before 
all ages and lately appeared, in accordance with the holy scrip- 
tures.’”” But they also say the following about the one Son: ‘One 
should not separate every activity from the one sonship, but 
should recognize the event by the principle of the nature to which 
it is proper.” 


16. Surely, then, it has been exceedingly well taught that one 
should confess as one the Emmanuel (for so the incarnate God the 
Word is called), and that the same one, and not one and another, 
performed all activities, both the lofty and the least, without dis- 
tension of any kind. Through these activities also the unconfused, 
twofold character of his natures is revealed, and the same one is 
not separated through and through into two hypostases and per- 
sons, but is one and the same unrent Son and Christ, revealed 
inseparably in two natures. And we confirm that all these things 
belong to this one Son, and we believe that the words and the 
activities all belong to him, although some of them befit the God- 
head, while others again befit the humanity, while still others 
occupy a middle rank, inasmuch as they possess in the same activ- 
ity what befits both God and the human,” while we attribute to 


* Theodoret, Exposition of the Right Faith (CPG 6218), ch. 11; PG 6, 1225BC; ed. Otto, 
III, 1, 38-40. 

® Tbid., ch. 10; PG 6, 1225A; ed. Otto, III, 1, 36. 

* Tbid., ch. 12; PG 6, 1232A; ed. Otto, III, 1, 48-50. 

” An almost verbatim quotation from Cyril’s letter to Acacius of Melitene, ch. 16; 
see Wickham, Cyril of Alexandria, 52, ll. 14-17. Cyril was himself simply paraphrasing 
the conclusion of the Formula of Reunion. 
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this power the activity called ‘new and theandric’,” which is not 
one but heterogeneous and differentiated. This was the term 
Dionysius the Areopagite, who spoke of God, expressed to the 
divine Paul when he had been divinely taken captive by him (cf. 
Acts 17: 34), since it holds both the God-befitting and the human 
in the same once, and because the term is both elegant and com- 
posite, demonstrating perfectly each activity of each essence and 
nature. 


17. Therefore in glorifying God the Word who is before the ages 
and co-eternal with the Father, we profess that he underwent a 
birth in time, in respect of which he was born incarnate from the 
Virgin Mary, who is properly and truly Theotokos,” and because 
of that he is rightly believed by those of pious belief to have 
had two births." And the same being perfect in Godhead was, 
the same, perfect in humanity,’ neither being divided by the dif- 
ference of the essences, nor by the identity of the hypostasis and 
the person leading the natures to an identity of essence, but he 
remained undivided in the natures from which he appeared hypo- 
statically, in wisdom and in truth undergoing all our works and 
passions——those natural and blameless matters which are far from 
censure and defilement and in which no trace of sin is found. 
For he did not commit sin nor could any guile be found in his mouth at all 
(t Pet. 2: 22; cf. Isa. 53: g). And he lived with us in human fashion, 
inasmuch as he was revealed as a perfect human being, although 
the same one was flawlessly God and performed miracles as was 
appropriate; for he was revealed as perfect God, although he was 
bound fast to a human flesh that was intellectually ensouled. He 
gave access to voluntary passion and was given up voluntarily to 
the Jews—or rather he gave himself up voluntarily to them 
because of the salvation of human beings, and he was bound, and 
slapped, and spat on, and whipped and scoffed and mocked, and 


78 Ps. Dionysius, Letter ¢ to Gaius the Monk (CPG 6607); PG 3, 1072C; ed. G. Heil and 
A.M. Ritter, Corpus Dionystacum, vol. 2, Patristische Texte und Studien, 36 (Berlin: W. 
de Gruyter, 1991), 161, 1. g. See sec. 1.3.2 on the use of this expression in Sergius and 
Cyrus, and cf. Grillmeier, Jesus der Christus 2/3, 309-6, for a discussion of the concept 
in Ps. Dionysius. 

™ ‘The same expression has already been used. See sec. 2.3.4, above. 

™ Cf. Definition of Chalcedon, ACO II, 1, 2, 129, 27-9; trans. ‘Tanner, i. *86. 

“ Once again we have the echo of the Definition of Chalcedon: ACO II, 1, 2, 129, 
24°-5; (rans. ‘Tanner, i. *86. 
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was clad in a purple cloak (Math: 27: 28) like one who was king of 
all, and in kingly fashion a reed was put into his hand like a kingly 
sceptre, and was condemncd by Pilate acting as judge, and finally 
he was fixed to the scaffold and his hands and feet were bloodied 
as he was nailed to the saving cross. And he was raised up with 
robbers and was given vinegar to drink and tasted gall, and with a 
great cry gave up his soul to the Father, and was pierced in the side 
with a lance, and poured forth saving blood and water (John 19: 
34) after his dying and death. And when dead he was taken down 
from the cross and tended and embalmed and buried in a tomb 
for three days, and rising on the third day he went forth from the 
tomb, and with himself he raised up all the dead, through his own 
resurrection from the dead leading them from the tomb and cor- 
ruption to the life which has no end. And when he had risen from 
the dead, he appeared to the disciples, and validated his resurrec- 
tion by means of eating and drinking and the touching of the 
apostles’ hands on his own flesh, and he bestowed on them the all- 
holy Spirit, because it was of the same kin and of the same stock 
as himsclf, and was taken up into the heavens —or rather he went 
up as lord of the heavens, and is seated at the right hand of the 
one who begat him, possessing the royal and sublime throne of his 
Father. From thence he will come again to make judgement of the 
living and the dead,” and to repay each one according to the 
actions which each has performed, whether someone has effected 
good and beautiful deeds, or foul and blameworthy. We believe 
that he reigns over all with both the Father and the Holy Spirit, 
with a reign which is truly without end and does not accept finality 
and completion.”’ But with regard to the dispensation of the flesh, 
that is to say of the wondrous incarnation of God the Word and 
his becoming like us lowly beings, I have briefly made known what 
I say and think.” 


" Cf. Symbol of Nicaca; trans. Tanner, i. *5. 

"Cf. Symbol of Constantinople T, ACO II, 1, 2, 80; wans. Tanner, i. *24. ‘Phe 
attribution of an endless reign to Christ together with the Father and Spirit, which 
was not aruculated in the creed of Nicaea in 325, was necessitated by Marcellus of 
Ancyra’s doctrine. According to this teaching, after his earthly life Christ was sub- 
sumed back into the divinity: thus there was no question of the Emmanuel reigning 
endlessly. This addition was included in the creed of Constantinople in 381. 

“Once again Sophronius claims to be brief. At this point von Schénborn’s French 


translation ceases. 
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2.4. PROFESSION OF FAITH IN CREATION 
1. Concerning the coming into being of the visible world, its 
establishment at the beginning of time, and its consummation, 
which it may receive before long, I confess to you, honoured by 
God [sc. Sergius], that the one God framed everything, not only 
the visible but also the invisible—the one God, Father, Son, Holy 
Spirit, that is, the nature which is eternal and without beginning— 
and brought from non-existence into existence and created what 
previously was not, and wisely brought into being the myriad 
varieties of them. The Father made everything through the 
only-begotten Son in the Holy Spirit, [everything] which he 
holds in being through wise foresight, presiding as God over his 
own works, and establishing a beginning in time for everything, 
he subjected the perceptible to an end in time, while to the 
intellectual and unseen he awarded greater honour than to these: 
they will not die at all or corrupt in the way that perceptible things 
flux and easily dissipate, not that they are immortal by nature or 
have changed into an incorruptible essence, but he has granted 
them this grace which keeps them from corruption and death. 
Thus the souls of human beings remain incorruptible, thus the 
angels continue immortal, not that they are truly incorruptible 
in nature, as we have said, or in an essence which is properly 
immortal, but because they have been allotted a grace from God 
which bestows immortality and will grant them an incorrupt 
existence, 


2. But” it is not because the souls of human beings, by the grace 
of God, have thrust off the corruption lurking naturally in all 
created things that we shall suppose therefore [that they existed] 
before bodies, or that we shall think that they existed in some 
eternal life before the creation and the compacting of the visible 
world. Nor would we allege that they had a heavenly way of life, 
living a fleshless and incorporeal life eternally in a heaven which 
once did not exist, as the frenzied Origen would have it, and his 
confederates who are of like mind with him, Didymus and 


*° Here I have adopted a punctuation different from Riedinger’s. 
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Evagrius and the rest of their crowd that pays heed to fables.” In 
their error they do not only hold this belicf, mixing it up with 
pagan teachings’ and sullying the noble race of Christians, but 
they also mindlessly do away with the resurrection of these bodies 
with which we are now invested,” stammering myriads of terrible 
things worthy of their impious, fabulous invention. To confound 
them what was said by Paul to the Corinthians is sufficient: ‘Jf the 
dead are not raised, nor has Christ been raised (1 Cor. 15: 16-17). And 
finally, when in this way they loitered vainly in their reasoning, he 
added: ‘And indeed your faith ts vain’ (1 Cor. 15: 17). Or is it, you 
people, that you have had no part in our sacred confession and the 
resurrection of the flesh in it?—for indeed the confession of the 
‘resurrection of the flesh” is required of us as we approach saving 
baptism. ‘This is why, as it appeared to one of the sages, the entire 
resplendent and conspicuous dispensation of the only-begotten 
was put into effect so splendidly, ‘so that he might save the image 
(cf. Gen. 1: 27) and make the flesh immortal’.”’ 


3. But it is not only on this point that the deranged err and go 
astray from the straight road (such impiety would be tolerable in 
comparison with [their other] evils), but they also make myriads 


™ Like many other writers, Sophronius seems to be inspired by the Origenist 
anathemata of 553 in his condemnation of not only Origen but also of Didymus and 
Evagrius. On these see A. Guillaumont, Les ‘Aephalaia Gnostica’ d’Evagre le Pontique et 
UVhistotre de Vorigémisme chez les grecs et chez les syriens, Patristica Sorbonensia, 5 (Paris: 
Editions du Scuil, 1962), 136- 40; B. E. Daley, The Hope of the Early Church: A Handbook 
of Patristic Eschatology (Cambridge, etc.: Cambridge University Press, 1991), 188. go. 
There are two sets of anathemata, those nine contained in Justinian’s edict of 543 
(ACO UI, 189-214 at 213-14; amended edition by Amelotui and Zingale, Scritti teologica, 
67 11g at 116 18, with summary in Grillmeier, CCT 2/2, 400), and the fuller set of 
fifteen from the council of 553 (ACO IV, 1, 248-9; English trans. in Grillmeier, CCT 
2/2, 404-5). On the juxtaposition of Origen, Didymus, and Evagrius in Sophronius 
see the heresiology below and Homily on the Annunctation, PG 87 (3), 3240B-3241A. On 
the ‘fabulous’ pre-existence of souls in Origenist doctrine sce Anathema 1, ACO IV, 
248, 3 4; trans. Grillmeier, CCT 2/2, 404. 

* The charge that Origenist doctrine embodies pagan clements is commonly 
found in Greek writers after 553 and is no doubt inspired by Justinian’s writings, c.g. 
the edict of 543; ACO III, 191, 15-18; Amelouti and Zingale, 72, 5-9. This charge 
against Origen was first made by Porphyry, according to Eusebius, HE VI.19.7. 

“According to Anathema to of 553; ACO IV, 1, 249, 19-22; trans. Grillmeier, CCT 
2/2, 405, Origenists believed in a spherical, ethereal, risen body. Cf. Daley, The Hope, 
189-90. 

® Cf Symbol of Chalcedon, ACO II, 1, 2, 128, 1-12; trans, Tanner, i. *85. 

™ Gregory of Nazianzus, Or 38. 13; SC 358, 134, 37- 
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of other statements contrary to the tradition of the apostles and 
our Fathers. They throw out the planting of paradise, they do not 
want Adam fashioned in the flesh, they object to the moulding of 
Eve from him, they reject the utterance of the snake,”' they forbid 
the ranks of heavenly armies as they were created to be in the 
beginning by God,” imagining that they resulted from a prim- 
ordial condemnation and deviation. They dream up, both god- 
lessly and mythically, that all rational things were produced in a 
henad of minds,”* and they abuse the creation of the waters above 
heaven,” and want an end to punishment,” and they introduce 
besides total corruptibility of all perceptible things,”’ while 
alleging the restoration of all rational creatures, angels, human 
beings, demons,” and again confounding their differences into 
one mythical unity, when Christ will be different from us in no 
respect, whom they preach in a foolish manner,” not the one 
whom we proclaim in pious belief ‘in glory or honour or kingship 
or lordship’.”’ They seethe like demons and bring forth myriads of 
things from the diabolical and impious store of their heart, not 
with one foul perversion only but giving their neighbour myriads 
of draughts to drink (cf. Hab. 2: 15), and, wretches that they are, 
doing to death the souls of human beings for whom Christ 
deigned to die and poured out the ransom that was his divine 
blood and laid down his own life as a most divine gift exceeding all 
worth. 


*! These aspects seem to be Sophronius’ interpretation of Origenist doctrine. 
However, the mention of Adam and Eve was probably inspired by Justinian’s Edict 
Against Origen; ACO IIL, 194, 18-33; Amelotti and Zingale, 78, 18-38. 

* Cf. Anathema 2 of 553; ACO IV, 1, 248, 5-13; trans. Grillmeier, CCT 2/2, 404. 

” Cf. ibid. 

“ Nothing comparable to this charge is found in the anathemata, but Justinian in 
his Edict Against Origen denounces Origenist doctrine for its claim that the ‘waters 
above heaven’ are ensouled: Anathema 6, ACO ILI, 213, 27-8; Amelotti and Zingale, 
116, 54-5. 

© Cf. Justinian, Anathema 9; ACO III, 214, 4-5; Amelotti and Zingale, 118, 4-6. 

* Cf. Anathema 11 of 553; ACO IV, 1, 249, 15-18; trans. Grillmeier, CCT 2/2, 405. 

* This refers to the Origenist doctrine of restoration or apokatastasis at the end of 
time. See Anathema g of 543; ACO III, 214, 5-6; Amelotti and Zingale, 249, 15—-18; 
and Anathema 1 of 553; ACO IV, 1, 248, 3-4; trans. Grillmeier, CCT 2/2, 404. 

“ Cf. Anathemata 10, 12, 13 and 14 in ACO TV, 1, 249; trans. Grillmeier, CCT 2/2, 
405. 

® This phrase is probably to be taken as part of a liturgical doxology which was 
familiar to both Sophronius and Sergius. 
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2.4.4. Huyeis d€ ristews dpbijs kal duwpyrov Kal cwdpovos TO 
‘ ” ma ta 
Aoyixov totiabevtes yada Kal ddodov Kai KaXov Heot pia yevo- 
devo. dmavta Ta ekeivwy oKoTewa Swwadpevor Soypata Kal 
tA ” c /, - > / > - , > , 
ToUTwY OvTes aTavTwY TaV dOécnwv abrav drnvadwv eAcKMepor 
Kal Tois TaTpwots Hud@v emiPaivovtes ixvect Kal TOU TapovTos 
KOapov ouvTéAeav A€yowev Kal THY Cwijy exeivyy TIv péAAoVaav 
THY peta THY Tapotcav Cw dtacwvilew mroTEevouev Kal THY KOAG- 
ow atededtyTov éxouev, TV ev dAjKTws ebhpaivovcay TaY 
dplotwv épywv Tovs mpaKxTopas, THY d€ dmavaTws dAybvovaar, ov 
‘ > ‘ ‘ , ‘ > a / > ‘ a 
piv dAda Kal KoAdlovoav tovs évbdde yeyovotas épactas Tis 
favrdtyTos Kat petavoeiv od OedAjcavtas mpd Tis evTedOev 
> a ed , 4 ‘ ta > a > ’ ‘ 
exdpoprjs Kal exBdoews. 6 yap oKWAnE abtav ov TeAevTH GEL, dy atv 
Xpworos 6 KpiTys, 7 GAynGeva, Kai to Tip abtayv ob} cBecbyoerat. 
tatta dpoveiv kai meoTevew, copwratot, €k TE aTOGTOALKHS Kal 
evayyeAKis, Ek TE TpodyTiKIs Kai VOULKHS, EK TE TAaTPMas Kal 
diacKkadtkys mapendores kynpvEews Kal dedpakdtes vuiv Tois 
Tavoopos KaTddnAa Kal wndev vuds aoKkpvibavtes. 


2.561. AxcdAovbov Aourov ott Kal dpuod.ov Kal TH TaAala Tapa- 
ddcer KatdAAndAov tas lepdas auvddous THY TaTpLKaY HudV Kal 
Taviepwv dOpoicewv SHAas Toveiv emi ypdupatos, ds ws dwtay- 
wyovs Talis querépars puyais meprémopev Kal dC ai@vos éxew 
ebyopeba, 6mws adbrais Kal THs pakaplas Cwis Kowwvyocamev ws 
maides abtav etyeveis Kal diddoxo.. térTapas Toivuv emi Tav 
evbdwv tis exxAnaias doyudtwv peyddAas Kal tepds Kal oikov- 
pevixas auvddous dexopeba evayyeAcKais dadpuvopéevas Aap- 
TpoTnar Kal xapaKTipwy edayyeAuKav ayAailopévas ToadTyTt. 
TovTwy mpwrevew dayev TO ev Nixaia t@v mpiaxoolwv déka Kal 
éxTa@ Ocopdpwv tatépwv cuvédpiov, omep ex Oelas adbporcbev 
emveticews THs Apelov AUTTHS KaBatpet TA pLdopaTa. eT eKEivO 
d€ TH xpovw, od [468] d6€n Kal yapitt, cvvabpoiletar dedtEpov 
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4. But we, because we have been given to drink the rational and 
guileless milk (1 Pet. 2: 2) of right and blameless and well-disciplined 
faith, and have tasted the good word of God, thrust away all their 
shadowy teachings. Being free of all their lawless babblings and 
walking in the footsteps of our Fathers, we both speak of the 
consummation of the present world and believe that that life 
which is to come after the present life will last forever, and we hold 
to unending punishment; the former will gladden unceasingly 
those who have performed excellent deeds, but the latter will 
bring pain without respite, and also indeed punishment, on those 
who became lovers of what was vile in this life and refused to 
repent before the end of their course and departure hence. For 
‘their worm will not die’, says Christ the judge, who is the truth (John 
8: 46), ‘and thew fire will not be extinguished’ (Mark g: 48). These things 
are what we think and believe, most wise One, because we have 
received them from the proclamation which is from apostles 
and evangelists, from prophets and the Law, from Fathers and 
teachers, and we have made them manifest to You, all-wise One, 
and have hidden nothing from You. 

2.5 COUNCILS” 
1. Finally, it is consistent and both harmonious with and 
appropriate to ancient tradition that we make clear in writing the 
sacred synods of our Fathers and all-sacred assemblies, which we 
treat as bringing light to our souls and pray that we shall uphold 
forever, so that with them we may have communion in the blessed 
life, being their well-born children and successors. Accordingly, 
in regard to the inspired teachings of the church we accept 
four great and sacred and ecumenical synods,"”' shining with 
evangelical splendour and radiant with a multitude of distinctive 
evangelical marks. We maintain as the first of these synods the 
council in Nicaea, with its 318 God-bearing Fathers, which, 
assembled by divine inspiration, condemned the pollution of 
Arius’ frenzy.'”’ After that one in time, but not in repute and grace, 


On synopses of councils in general see Munitiz, ‘Synoptic Greek Accounts’, 


147-86. 

'' On the significance of the number ‘four’ here see the conclusion to the analysis 
above. 

The Council of Nicaea promulgated anathemata on Arian doctrine in 325. See 
Tanner, i. *5. 
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aOporcpa 70 ev TH BactAidr cuvetAeypévov THY TOAEwY" TEVTHKOVTA 
dé Kal éxatov Oedcodar matépes erUyxavov of Kal TOUTO TAnpoby 
Oedbev rypévor 76 dbporopa, 6 Tv TpiKépavvov Maxedovior, 
AnoXwapiov te kal Mayvov oBevvier ducceBevav Kal THs TocavTyS 
xaderis mupaxtmoews TaV evoeBovvTwY Ta oVOTHMaTA peETat. 
TpiTov LeTa TOUTO OVW TO Xpovw Soédlw auvedprov To ev "Edéaw 
TO mpotepov ex Oeias ovvedpetcav BovAjcews: TO yap Avockdpov 
Aeyopevov Sevtepov THs Edruyots ddoxipouv yrmpyns medwparac 
avaToLyov" OTEp TPA@ToV auvedpiov Siakoociwy ev dyiwy TaTépwv 
eyvwpilero TAjpwpa, KkataBaddrer dé tov dvOpwrodAdtpyy Neo- 
TOpLov Kal TAaGav avTob THY xptoTomaxov doéBevav. Kal TéTApTOV 
peta TA Tpia TH Ypovw povw Dedcodov dOpoilerar abvTaypa THY 
éEakoolwv 6u06 Kal TpLaKOVTA TaVULVATwWY TAaTEpwr Kal dadobXwv 
Ths mloTews, Omep ev Xadkydou prev tiv Oeiav Oedbev moreira 
ovvéAevow Kal cvvaldotoay elyev Eddyptav tiv paptupa tiv Kat 
bEXpt TIS OFpEepov Tpomaxoboav abrav Tob dpov THs TiaTEws Kal 
THs abTav Tepipjpov Kal weylatys AOpolicews Adyov ToAdv ToLOV- 
peévnv Kal amavotov, Kkatacdatre: O€ THY Evywpida tiv BEBrAov, 
Etbruyy dnp kat AvdcKopov, kat tiv TodTwv aropparrer Oeowaxov 
Kakovo.av ex THS AtroAwapiavis WoTEp THYHS KaTappéovoay Kal 
mAnpotoav mavtas THs doeBelas Tovs piakas, éxBadder d€ peta THs 
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assembled the second assembly, convened in the queen of cities.'”’ 
One hundred and fifty Fathers, full of divine wisdom, were there, 
who, being led by God, made up the complement of this assembly 
too, which extinguished the impiety of Macedonius, Apollinaris, 
and Magnus with a triple thunderbolt'”* and delivered the body of 
the pious believers from so severe an inflammation.'”” After that I 
honour the third council, third only in time, the first council which 
by divine will sat together in Ephesus.'”” (The second one, said to 
be Dioscorus’, was discovered to be congruent with the dis- 
credited opinion of Eutyches.'”’) This first council was revealed as 
the complement of 200 holy Fathers, and rejected Nestorius, the 
worshipper of a human being, and all his impiety that fights 
against Christ.'"’ And the fourth gathering, full of divine wisdom, 
after the three only in time, was assembled with 630 Fathers, 
worthy of all praise and torch-bearers of the faith. It held its godly 
convocation by God in Chalcedon and had the martyr Euphemia 
sharing its labours (the one who also up to the present fights on 
behalf of their definition of the faith and speaks unceasingly and 
mightily about their far-famed and very great assembly).'”” It dis- 
patched that unhallowed pair, | mean Eutyches and Dioscorus, 
and blocked up their malevolence, hostile to God, which flowed 
as if from the spring of Apollinaris and filled all the torrents of 
impiety,''” and through its orthodox addresses it also cast out 


'S ie. in Constantinople in 381. See sec. 2.5.4, below, for the same expression. 


' Greck rpixépavvov. The reading of one family of manuscripts, rpucépavoy or 
‘triple-headed’, is perhaps preferable. 

"These three names are found in Justinian, On the Right Faith, go, 3-6; trans. 
Wesche, 181, While the followers of Macedonius and Apollinaris were anathematized 
at the council, there was no mention of Magnus in the conciliar pronouncement. See 
Tanner, i. *31. Cf. sec. 2.6.1, below. 

' ie. Ephesus I in 431, on which see Frend, Monophysite Movement, 19-21. 

'? ie. Ephesus II, the ‘Robber Council’ of 449, where Dioscorus presided and 
Eutyches was rehabilitated. See Frend, Monophysite Movement, 36-43. 

'“’ Because of his supposed division of Christ into two separate natures, united in a 
moral association not in a hypostatic union, Nestorius is said here to worship a human 
being and to fight against Christ. 

“The Council of Chalcedon deliberated in 451 in the basilica of the martyr 
Euphemia (see e.g. Evagrius, HE II.3), who thereafter became associated by Chalce- 
donians with the preservation of the council’s doctrine. On the mystique surrounding 
the martyr in the fifth and sixth centuries see H. Grégoire, ‘Sainte Euphémie et 
lempereur Maurice’, Le Muséon, 59 (1946), 295-302; A. M. Schneider, ‘Sankt Euphe- 
mia und das Konzil von Chalkedon’, in Grillmeier and Bacht, i. 291-302. 

On the juxtaposition of Apollinaris, Eutyches, and Dioscorus see sec. 2.3.5, 
above. 
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a ? LA ¢ La ‘ a > ~ > ‘d 
touTwy aoeBeorarys aipésews Sia tav adtis dpboddéwy 
mpoopnoewy Kai THY Neotopiou rob Peopayou trappiapov atpeow: 
kat [470] kata tavTys yap ws eT: TH avaideia omatpotons HOpo- 
ilero, O0ev kai reAElws adrHy amevéxpwoe Kal THY ExKANOLACTLKa@YV 
avaAdy éfworpaxtoev. émi tavtais 5€ Tais peydAais Kai ovKoU- 
peviKais, TavoemTois TE KAL TAViepoLs THY ayiwy Kat waKapiwy 
matépwv opotiois abpoicect TeTpdai Kal TéeumTHV ayiav aGAAnv 
Tapa TavTas Kai peTad TavTas ovaoTdoay oikouperckyny déyouat 
avvodov Thy év 77H BactAt&s Kai adtHy yevonevyy TaVv TdéAewv “lova- 
Twiavod TOTE Ta OKATTpA THS Pwyaixns Baorelas dtémovtos, Kal 
mavta ad7ns Ta Aaumpa Sdiopicpata, WTis Kupovoa pev THY ev 
Xadxndovi weprwvupov HOpororar avvodov, avaipel d€ Kai expimrer 
mpos dAcBpov mpwrotimws péev ‘Qpryévyv tov adpova Kai Tmavta 
avrob Ta dveipwoy Koupetpata Kal ToAvedovs doeBeias mANP 
ovyypappata, Evaypiou te abv adt@ Kai Aidduou ta Séypara Kat 

rd b) - a ¢ ‘ x , 3 A > ‘ ‘ , 
mavta avt@y ta EAAnvina Kai tepatwon, od nv adda Kat pvdwdy 

fs 3 “a ‘ , > a ed ‘ 
Anpyyata: pel” ots tov Moptboveorias éxrirAer Oeddwpov, tov 
Nearopiov tot Oeouayou SidacKxadov, Kai ws puoapov adv Tois 
avtou BAaodrjuots ovvTaypaow THs KaBoAKHS exKAnatias expitTeEr 
Eilaviov, Ocodwpitov te Ta KaKWs KaTa TOU THs EdocEBEias TpO- 
payou Kupiddovu cal dbvoceBais yeyovora ovyypdppara Kal doa Kara 

a s a ’ a / f f a 
te trav dwdexa Tov a’tot Beareciou KupidAou xedadraiwy 7s TE 
mpwrns ayias év’Edéow cuvddou kai ths 6p0is nud Karnyopynoe 
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with their most impious heresy the wholly abominable heresy of 
Nestorius, hostile to God. Indeed it assembled for this purpose, to 
oppose this heresy, which was still gasping in its shamelessness, as 
it were, which is why the council destroyed it completely and 
banished it from the halls of the church.''' In addition to these 
four great, ecumenical assemblies of the holy and blessed Fathers, 
which are all-hallowed and all-sacred and equal in honour, I 
accept another besides them, a fifth holy ecumenical Synod which 
came into existence after them and was also held in the queen of 
cities (Justinian was administering the sovereign''’ Roman empire 
at the time), and all its luminous definitions, whilst the council 
indeed was assembled to confirm the far-famed Synod of 
Chalcedon.'' It condemned and threw out to destruction in the 
first instance the senseless Origen and all his dreamy pomposities, 
and his writings full of many kinds of impiety, and together with 
him the teachings of Evagrius and Didymus and all their pagan 
and monstrous, not to say fabulous, nonsenses.'!* After them the 
council plucked out Theodore of Mopsuestia, Nestorius’ teacher 
and hostile to God, and threw him, like a loathsome weed,'"’ with 
his blasphemous compositions out of the catholic church.'" And it 
condemned those writings of Theodoret, which in base and 
impious fashion were composed against Cyril, the champion of 
pious belief, and all the charges against the Twelve Chapters 
of the same inspired Cyril and against the first holy synod of 
Ephesus and our right faith that had been brought by Theodoret, 


''' Although it was not referred to by name, the supposed teaching of Nestorius 
was anathematized at Chalcedon, and Theodoret and Ibas were forced to anathema- 
tize Nestorius before the council rehabilitated them. 

‘Lit. ‘administering the sceptre of . . .”. 

‘On the second council of Constantinople (553) and its reception sce sec. 1.1, 
above. As a strict Chalcedonian Sophronius makes explicit the goal of the council: it 
assembled to confirm the doctrine of Chalcedon. 

'' That is, the person and works of Origen were condemned, and the teachings of 
Evagrius and Didymus. On the ‘pagan’ and ‘fabulous’ nature of Origenist doctrine 
see 2.4.2, above, and cf. Anastasius of Sinai, Hodegos V.68—77; ed. Uthemann, g2. 

'!) Weeds were a common analogy for heretics and heresy, the works of the devil 
(cf. Matt. 13: 25). See Brox, ‘Haresie’, 283. 

"As explained in sec. 1.1 above, in an attempt to defend Chalcedon from the 
charge of Nestorianism, both the person and writings of Theodore of Mopsuestia 
were condemned at the second Council of Constantinople in 553. See Tanner, i. 
*t1g—*120. Theodore was perceived by anti-Chalcedonians as being a precursor of 
Nestorius. 
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/ ‘ . a ‘ > a“ VA 
miotews Neotopiw td dvaceBet xapilopuevos Kaxeiva tavTys 
Towovoa THs KaTaKploews peToxXa, amEp Kal Urép Avodwpov Kat 
Ocodapov dtodAoyotpevos yéypade. wel Hv Kal tiv TBa Aeyou- 
/ > ‘ ‘ ‘ / / , > ¢ 
évnv emiatoAny mpos tov Tléponv yeypad0ar Mapw dameppilwoev, 
€ > / > a“ 4 > x > ‘ ‘ , 
ws 08 povov opbav doypatwr avrimadov, [472] adAAa Kal maons 
doePelas dvatAewv. éxeivas ev obv Tas lepds Kal peyddAas Kal 
olkoupevikas dylas TéTTapas cuVvddous domdlopmat Kal dpovypate 
évl wepimtbcoopau’ emi Tatas O€ Kal TabTHY TéuTTAY TL Kal 
yepaipw Kat céBopat kal TavTa abT@v dopéevws Mpociepat, TA TE eV 
ddoypaat Kal diaddpors diddypact Kal Tois Kata THY aiperilovtTwv 
dvabenatiopois Kal dpicpacw. d0ev kal dopevilw Kal déxopmat ods 
> / > / 2? / \ > / a 
ed€éavTo Kal Hopeviaay, kal dvabepatilw Kai dmoBaAAopat doous 
> / / ‘ > ta a 7 », ff / 
dvaéuatt KabuTéeBadov Kai doBAjTous THs KafoALKHs Kal dyias 
Huov exkAnatas Hyynoavro. 


, a c / ‘ f id , e , 
2.5.2. Tavrais tais dyiats kai wakapiais eve auvddots EmOpeEvos 
éva Kal povov dpov emlotapar tiotews Kal pwabypa év ofda Kal 
ovuBodrov, O7ep 7) mavaodos Kal paxapla Twv ev Nikaia tpraxoolwy 
/ i 2 a /, / / A > e / 
dé€xa Kal 6xTw Oeopopwv ratépwr Jeatrecia TAnOUs e& ayiov mpoc- 
efléyéato mvetpartos, 6 Kal 7 ev KwvotavtwoumdAe Tav éxaTov 
mevtyKovTa Jeotvedotwy Tatépwv etextipwoev GOpo.ots, Kal 7) ev 
-Edéow mpwryn tadv dtaxociwv evldwv tatépwr eBeBalwoe aivodos, 
”~ N ¢ 
kat » Tav ev Xadxyndou éLaxoociwv TpidkovTa TaVviepwv TAaTEpwv 
mpoacedeEato Kal expatuve otuBaots Kal dtapdTpwrov Kal dppayes 
Le | , / ” / 
kal dodAevtov diatpuciws ébn dvddtrecbat. 


2.5-3- Aexoueba dé Kai dykddas tais abrtais dopevilopev Kai 
; ‘i , , oe Ry , 
mavra Tob Geomeciov Kupiddov ra Oeia te Kal Oedcoda ovyypap- 
pata, ws mdons 6p0dtyTos yéwovTa Kal Tdcav alpetika@y Kalat- 
pobvra dvocePerar, eEaipetws d€ tas mpos Neordpiov tov Geoartvyt 
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who supported the impious Nestorius.''’ And what Theodoret had 
written in defence of Diodore and Theodore the council also 
included in this condemnation.''® With these it pulled out by the 
roots too the so-called Letter of Ibas written to Mari the Persian, 
on the grounds that it was not only in opposition to right teach- 
ings, but was also full of every impiety.''’ So I cleave to these four 
sacred and great and ecumenical synods and embrace them with a 
single mind. In addition to these I honour and venerate and revere 
this fifth one too,'”’ and gladly admit all of their proceedings, both 
with respect to teachings and different doctrines and with respect 
to anathemata and definitions against heretics. For this reason I 
receive gladly and I accept those whom they accepted and 
received gladly, and I anathematize and I reject whomever they 
subjected to anathema and considered rejected from our catholic 
and holy church. 


2. In following these five holy and blessed synods I understand 
one, sole definition of faith and I know one teaching and symbol, 
about which the all-wise and blessed and inspired throng of the 
318 God-bearing Fathers in Nicaea made public utterance 
through the Holy Spirit, which the assembly of the 150 divinely 
inspired Fathers in Constantinople also ratified, and the first 
synod of the 200 godly Fathers in Ephesus confirmed, and the 
fellowship of the 630 all-sacred Fathers in Chalcedon welcomed 
and corroborated and asserted clearly that it would preserve 
unimpaired and unbroken and unshaken."*! 


3. We also accept and receive cordially with the same embrace all 
the godly writings, full of divine wisdom, of the inspired Cyril, in 
that they are full of all correctness and destroy every impiety of 


"On the anathema on the works of Theodoret see Tanner, i. *121. Since one of 


the aims of the council of 553 was to emphasize the Cyrillian christological tradition, 
the works condemned were those which Theodoret had written against Cyril. 

‘The works of Theodoret in defence of Theodore were explicitly condemned in 
553 (trans. in ‘Tanner, i. *121); but his works in defence of Diodore were not mentioned 
by name on that occasion. 

"See Tanner, i. *121—*122 on the anathematization of this letter. The so-called 
Letter of Ibas to Mari was critical of the actions of Cyril throughout the controversy. 
See Frend, Monophysite Movement, 280. English trans. of the Letter to Mari in Price and 
Gaddis, The Acts of the Council of Chalcedon, ii. 295-8. 

"° On the reception of Constantinople II see sec. 1.3.8, above. 

*! The fact that there is no mention of the doctrinal significance of Constantino- 
ple IL is to be noted. See above. 
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‘A , , ‘ > ¢ , / | ‘ 
kat JejAatov d00 cuvodiKds emiatoAds, Thy Te SevTépav Kal THV 

, t ‘ ‘ Fa a 
TpiTny, Kal Ta SvoKaldeKa cuvATTa KedddAata, ad7Ep dtacav THY 
Neotopiov Kakovoiav dtoatoAwy dyiwv icapiOuos KatédAckev 
avOpaét. odv tabra dé déxouar Kal tiv mpos Tods Tis éw@as 
dywwTdtous Tpoddpous auvodixynv ypadeiaav emiatoAny, ev 7 Kal 
iepas attav tas dwvas damexddece [474] Kal TV mpos adbrods 
> , > , a 4 ‘ > , ~ > 
elpjvnv expdtuver, ais cvvapiOia Kal d<dudA>vuTa THV dvato- 

o / ‘ / / € a > a , a 
Akadv tpoédpwv Ta ypdupata Aéyomer, as bm’ abrot KupiAdov Tob 

> a - 

Geiov dexbévra Kai elvat mpos adbrob paptupotweva dwvais 
> ta > ‘ 
dvapdiréxtots opbddo€éa. 


2.5-4- Totrous dpoiws Tots tepois Kupi\Aov 706 mavoddov xapay- 
pacw ws lepav Kal dpotimov déxouar Kal THs adbris 6pbodo€éias 
yevyntpiav Kal Tv Oedadotov emtatoAny Kal Hedmvevatov Tob 
4 ‘ a A ‘ 4 a a 7 / 
peyaAov Kat Aaprpot Kat Jeddpovos Ad€ovtos Tob THs Pwpatwv 
Az , > / a ‘ a € > ¢ rd / a a 
dywTdrtns exkAnaias, waddAov S€ THs bw HAlw madans dwoTHpos, Iv 
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the heretics, especially the two synodical letters against Nestorius, 
hateful to God and pursued by God, both the second and third,'” 
to which were also attached the Twelve Chapters,'” which burnt 
up the entire perversity of Nestorius with the coals of the holy 
apostles'** of equal number. Together with these I accept also the 
synodical letter written to the most holy leaders of the East, in 
which he called their utterances sacred and confirmed peace with 
them.’ Counted in with these we assert that the letters of the 
eastern Fathers'”’ are indissoluble because they were accepted by 
the godly Cyril himself, and were attested by him in indisputable 
terms as orthodox.'”” 


4. Together'™ with those sacred writings of the all-wise Cyril, I 
likewise accept as being sacred and of equal honour, and the 
mother of the same orthodoxy, also the God-given and divinely 
inspired letter of the great and illustrious Leo of godly mind,'”’ of 
the most holy church of the Romans, or rather of the luminary 
of all under the sun, which he wrote, clearly moved by the divine 
Spirit, to Flavian, the famous leader of the queen of cities,'*” 
against the perverse Eutyches and Nestorius, hateful to God and 


'. By the ‘synodical letters of Cyril’ the Chalcedonian definition had meant his 
Second Letter to Nestorius and his Letter to John of Antioch; it was only under 
Justinian that Chalcedon’s phrase was reinterpreted to refer to the Second and Third 
Letters to Nestorius. 

"Le. CPG 5302, 5303, and 5304. On the significance of these writings in the 
christological debate around Nestorius see Wickham, Cyril of Alexandria, pp. xxi-xxiii 
and xxxv-xliii. 

'* In other words, because Cyril’s writings were based on apostolic teaching they 
destroyed Nestorius’ doctrine. For other typologies of the apostles see PGL s.v, 
dréatodos F5; J. 

As McGuckin, Saint Cyril of Alexandria, 114, n. 196, remarks, this letter was ‘canonised 
at Chalcedon as an authoritative expression of orthodox teaching’. 

"© This refers to the letter to Cyril from John of Antioch containing the Formula 
of Reunion (ACO1, 1, 4, pp. 7-9), accepted by Cyril in his Synodical Letter to John of 
Antioch. It is the same document as the ‘epistle of the eastern leaders’ in sec. 2.5, 
below. 

7 On the superficial reconciliation of Cyril with the Antiochene party after the 
council of 431 see McGuckin, Saint Cyril of Alexandria, 114-16. 

'" Most of the remainder of this section is discussed by von Schénborn, ‘La 
Primauté romaine’, 480~—1. See sec. 1.2 above on Sophronius’ relationship with Rome. 

'*° ‘This is the contentious Letter or Tome to Flavian, regarded by anti-Chalcedonians 
as Nestorian, or at least as being open to a Nestorianizing interpretation. 

"On the use of this expression to designate Constantinople see sec. 2.5.1 (bis), 
above. 
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deranged. Indeed I call and define this [letter] as ‘the pillar of 
orthodoxy’,'*! following those holy Fathers who well defined it this 
way, as thoroughly teaching us every right belief, while destroying 
every heretical wrong belief, and driving it out of the halls of our 
holy catholic church, guarded by God. With this divinely con- 
ceived epistle and writing I also attach myself to all his letters and 
teachings as if they issued from the mouth of the chief Peter,” 
and I kiss and cleave to them and embrace them with all my soul. 


5. As I have said previously, | accept these five sacred and divine 
councils of the blessed Fathers and all the writings of the all-wise 
Cyril, and especially those composed against the madness of 
Nestorius, and the epistle of the eastern leaders which was written 
to the most godly Cyril himself and which he attested as orthodox. 
And [I accept] what Lco, the most holy shepherd of the most holy 
church of the Romans, wrote, and especially what he composed 
against the abomination of Eutyches and Nestorius.'”’ I recognize 
the latter as the definitions of Peter, the former those of Mark.'** 
Furthermore, [I accept] all the teachings, full of divine wisdom, of 
all the select spiritual teachers of our catholic church, whether 
they are contained in discourses and writings or in certain letters, 
and, to speak in sum, I accept and cleave to everything that our holy 
catholic church approves. Conversely, I reject and anathematize 
and account as detestable whatever the church in her consum- 
mate wisdom detests and considers at war with her own pious belief, 
not only booklets and pamphlets and teachings that are hostile to 
God and interpolated,'” but also those heretical and unorthodox 
persons who are leaders of unorthodox heresies. And for your 


'"' The Tome of Leo was described as a pillar in the Definition of Chalcedon 
(Tanner, i. 1, 85, 42). The third Council of Constantinople (680/1) claimed that the 
Italian synod of 680, held at Rome under Pope Agatho, also used the expression 
‘pillar of orthodoxy’ of the Jome (Tanner, i. 1, 127, 10-11). In the extant proceedings of 
this synod, however (ed. Mansi XI, 185A 186D), this expression does not occur. 

"2 On the reasons behind the importance assigned here to the see of Rome by 
Sophronius cf. sec. 1.2, above. 

'§! Namely the Letter or Tome to Flavian. 

"For a parallel to Sophronius’ juxtaposition here of the see of Alexandria, trad- 
itionally associated with Mark the evangelist, and that of Rome with its Petrine 
associations, see Homily on the Birth of Christ, 170, 21. 9. 

' With these derisory remarks the patriarch probably has in mind anti- 
Chalcedonian and monocnergist teachings, perhaps especially the Pact of Union of 
633. 
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complete satisfaction, I shall make an inventory of the persons 
whom I anathematizc, and make my condemnation not only by 
tongue and mouth but also in heart and spint, since these have 
been seen to be utterly treachcrous to our holy and catholic faith. 


2.6. HERESIOLOGIES'*® 


1. Accordingly, by the holy and consubstantial and worshipful 
Trinity, Father, Son, and Holy Spirit, let there be anathema and 
condemnation forever: first upon Simon Magus, who first made a 
most evil beginning to all cvil heresies,'’’ after him Cleobius, 
Menander, Philctus, Hermogenes, Alexander the Coppersmith, '™" 
Dositheus, Gortheos,'*? Satorninus, Masbotheus, Hadrian,'"” 
Basilides, Isidore his son and superior in madness,'"'! Ebion, 
Carpocrates, Epiphanes, Prodicus, Cerinthus and Merinthus, 
Valentinus, Florinus, Blastus,'*? Artemon, Secundus, Cassian,'"* 
Theodotus, Heracleon, Ptolemy, Mark, Colorbasus, Adcmis 
the Carystian, Theodotus the ‘Tanner, another Theodotus,'" 


" For notes on individual heretics and heretical groups in what follows the reader 
is referred to BEC, to Marjanen and Luomanen (cds.), Gompanion to Second-Century 
Christian ‘Heretics’, or to another appropriate reference work. The focus of the ureat- 
ment of this section of the Spnedical Letter will be on Sophronius’ sources for his 
heresiologies and how he used them, rather than on the individual ‘heretics’ or 
groups of ‘heretics’ themselves, except where they are contemporaries or near- 
contemporaries of Sophronius. 

"On Simon Magus as the father or originator of heresies see Brox, ‘Haresie’, 284; 
the definitive work on Simon is now A. Ferreiro, Simon Magus in Patristic, Medieval and 
Early Modern Traditions, Studies in the History of Christian Traditions, 125 (Leiden: 
Brill, 2005). 

The names of Philetus, Hermogenes (or Hymenacus in some versions of the 
New Testament), and Alexander the Coppersmith (cf. 2 ‘Tim. 2: 16-18; 1 Tim. 1: 20, 
and 2 Tim. 3: 14 respectively) are derived from Theodoret, Compendium of Heretical 
Fables (CPG 6223), Il, Preface; PG 83, 384C - 388A. 

'™ The Gortheans are classed by Epiphanius as Samaritans, but by ‘Theodoret as 
descendants of Simon Magus, who came from Samaria. 

' The name Hadrianistai is found in Theodoret 1.1; PG 83, 345B, and Hadrian 
occurs in Theodoret II, Preface; PG 83, 388A, but the bishop of Cyrrhus seems to 
have misread Eusebius, HE 1V.22. 

'" Tsidore is mentioned by Theodoret as the son of Basilides (I.4; PG 83, 348C- 
349C). 

2 Florinus was a disciple of Valentinus, Blastus is menUoned together with him by 
Theodoret, 1.23; PG 83, 372CD. 

'" Cassian may also have been influenced by Valentinus: Theodoret in any case 
includes him with Valentinus’ school. 

4” A Theodotus with no further epithet is named by both Theodoret IL.5; PG 83, 
gg92C, and ‘Timothy of Constantinople, PG 86, 291), as a disciple of Theodotus the 
Tanner. 
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Euphrates the Peratic, Monoimus the Arab, Hermogenes, Tatian 
the Syrian, Severus, Asclepiodotus,'” Bardesanes, Harmonius his 
son and well-matched in error,'*” Hermophilus, Cerdo, Sacerdo,'"” 
Marcion of Pontus, Apelles, Apollonides,'’ Potitus, Prepon, 
Pithon, Synerus,'*” Theodotus the Money-changer; Montanus, 
and Priscilla and Maximilla, his mad pupils; Nepos, Elkesai, 
Origen, another Origen also [called] Adamantius,'” Sabellius the 
Libyan,'*' Navatus, Paul of Samosata, Epigonus,'®’ Cleomenes, 
Noetus of Smyrna, Manes who gave his name to the godless 
madness,’ Sabbatius, Arius, Meletius, Actius, Eunomius, 
Asterius, Eudoxius, Donatus, Macedonius who fought against 
the Holy Spirit and received the just epithet ‘Spirit-fighter’; 
Apollinaris of Laodicea and his son Apollinaris,"°* Magnus,'” 
Polemo, Pelagius, Celestius, Julian, the defenders of the same 
madness; ‘Theodore of Mopsuestia and Nestorius, the most 
polluted heralds of the polluted worship of a human being, both 
Cyrus’” and John the Cilicians, the most godless guardians of the 


‘® In Timothy of Constantinople, PG 86, 29D, he is also called Asclepiodotus. 

'* Tn the Greek there is a pun between ‘Harmonius’ and ‘well-matched in error’. 

‘7 The name of Sacerdo is unknown to us from elsewhere, and is probably the 
result of textual corruption. See sec. 1.5.4, above, on the heresiologies. 

'* Apollonides is mentioned by Theodoret II.5; PG 83, 392C, as a disciple of 
Theodotus the Tanner, on whom see above. 

'* Potitus, Prepon, Pithon, and Synerus are mentioned simply by Theodoret 1.25; 
PG 83, 376D-377A, as Marcionists, whose doctrines were refuted by Justin Martyr and 
other apologists. 

®° The main character in a fourth-century anti-Gnostic writing, Adamantius took 
issue with heretics, and is named in the compendium to Theodoret as one of his 
sources (PG 83, 340A). Adamantius came to be erroneously identified with Origen, 
whose surname was Adamantius. 

“© On Sabellius see n. 16, above. 

* Called by Sophronius ‘Epigenos’. 

In the Greek there is a pun on the words Manes and madness (Greek mania). 

It was, in fact, Apollinaris the younger (¢.315-g0) who by his writings pro- 
pounded a christology in which there was no human spirit or mind in Christ, but the 
divine Logos instead. 

On Magnus see sec. 2.5.1, above. 

“© Cyrus, bishop of Tyre, an influential member of the group around John of 
Antioch, was deposed, like John, by Cyril of Alexandria at Ephesus in 431. In Article 
VII of the Announcement of Cyrus of Alexandria (document 3 in the monoenergist 
dossier, Part 3 below), Cyrus of Tyre and John of Aigiai are anathematized, as well as 
‘anyone else who in some way or other contradicted the twelve chapters of the most 
holy Cyril’. Murphy and Sherwood, Aonstantinopel II und II, 184, mistakenly identify 
these two men with those who appear in Sophronius’ work In Praise of Saints Cyrus and 
John (CPG 7645). Both Cyrus and John of Antioch are said to be godless in that they 
are portrayed as followers of Nestorius, and therefore deny godliness in Christ. 


140 THE SYNODICAL LETTER 


6 Aeyopevos Aldoupos, ITétpos 6 Moyyos kai Akdxwos of 70 Kev- 
wrikov [480] textTnvdpevor ZHvwvos, Aaprérios 6 THs Sucwvijov 
tav Mapkiarnotay aipécews €Eapxos, Aidupos kal Eddypros of ris 
’Qpyeviavys TepOpelas prvaTtynpidpyar tappiapor, TTétpos 6 
kvadets, 6 TH Tpioayiw buvw Tpocappocat otaupov Opacuvopevos, 
Tlérpos €repos 70 “IBypixov Kai dpevoBdpBapov piaopa, Hoaias 6 
Tob mapovtos Ilérpov avvopidos, of ddAAnv dxédadov ev ’Axedadots 
katadetEavtes aipecw: wel? Gv dmdvrwy Kal mpd TavTwY Kal wETa 
mdvras Kal KaTad mavTas Kal Umép mavTas €oTw Kal Levijpos 
avdbena, 6 ToUTWY LabynTIs Expaveotatos Kal TAVTWY XpnuaTioas 
’Axeddrwy tTav véwv Kal Tadaudv Wpdtatos Tipavvos Kal Tis 
dylas KaboAckijs exxAnolas éxOpos Sucpevéotatos Kat THs ’Avti- 
oxewyv dywwTatys exkAnaias jrorxds dvoudtatos Kal Plopeds 
Bdedvpwtatos, Oeoddaids te 6 “AdeEavdpeds, 6 Tpamelovvtios 
Av0imos, TakwBos 6 Xbpos, TovAcavos 6 AAtkapvaceds, Prrukyot- 
pos, Taiavos 6 ’Adeéavépets, ad’ adv 4 tav Taiavrayv jyouv 
*TovAvanotay émvyéyovev aipeats, Awpdbeos 6 THs abris dbéws 
bmeppaxynoas aipécews, ITatdos 6 weAaves, ob wdvov dé Aeyopevos 


HERESIOLOGIES I4I 


same godlessness; Eutyches, Dioscorus, the protector and advo- 
cate of Eutyches; Barsumas, Zooras, Timothy called the Cat, 
Peter the Stammerer, and Acacius who crafted the Aenoticon 
of Zeno;'*” Lampetius, the chief of the hateful heresy of the 
Marcianists;'* Didymus and Evagrius, the all-polluted chief initi- 
ates of Origen’s sophistry; Peter the Fuller, who dared to attach 
the cross to the Trisagion hymn; another Peter, the defilement 
from Iberia of barbarian mind,'” who introduced another head- 
less heresy among the Headless Ones, and Isaiah the associate of 
this Peter.'°” With all these, and before all and after all and accord- 
ing to all and on behalf of all, let Severus be anathema, their 
thoroughly mad disciple, who of all the Headless Ones, new and 
old, is called a most cruel tyrant and a most hostile enemy of the 
holy catholic church, and a most lawless adulterer of the most 
holy church of Antioch, and a most disgusting seducer;'”' and 
Theodosius of Alexandria, Anthimus of Trebizond,'” Jacob the 
Syrian; Julian of Halicarnassus, Felicissimus and Gaianas of 
Alexandria, from whom the heresy of the Gaianites or Julianists 
was bred;'*? Dorotheus, who in godless fashion championed the 
same heresy; Paul the Black, who was not only called black but in 


'? Sophronius puns on the title Henoticon, Zeno’s document of unity, by calling it 
Kenolicon, an empty document or a purgative. 

“* Lampetius was in fact one of the principal representatives of the sect of the 
Euchites or Messalians (on whom see below). His mistaken inclusion here in a list of 
anti-Chalcedonians may have been caused by the fact that he is mentioned in a letter 
of Severus, patriarch of Antioch from 512 to 518. The notice concerning Lampetius 
here is confused and anachronistic, since the Marcianists here were a group of 
Messalians named after the sixth-century leader Marcian. 

®* A first-generation anti-Chalcedonian (d. 491), Peter was for a short time bishop 
of Gaza. On account of his Georgian ancestry he is called a barbarian. 

'® Tsaiah of Scete was the teacher of the first-generation anti-Chalcedonian, Peter 
the Iberian, and a writer of ascetic works. His followers are included in Sophronius’ 
second heresiology, but scarcely merit the opprobrium which they receive here. 

'*! The significance of Severus of Antioch for Chalcedonians like Sophronius can 
be seen from the fact that he is considered the leader of the anti-Chalcedonians (the 
Headless Ones), as well as from the invective heaped on him here. 

‘= Originally bishop of Trebizond, Anthimus became patriarch of Constantinople 
in the 520s, but was deposed because he communicated with Severus of Antioch. 

'! An aphthartodocetist, Gaianas was elected by his party to be patriarch of 
Alexandria in opposition to Theodosius. The Gaianites continued to exist in 
Alexandria, and their seventh-century leader Menas is condemned by Sophronius in 
the Synodical Letter at the end of the heresiology. 
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‘8! John the Grammarian, whose epithet is 


Philoponus, or rather Mataioponus,'® and Conon and Eugenius, 
the three thrice-accursed defenders of trithcism;'** Themistius, 
the father and the begetter and most lawless sower of ignorance, 
who babbled that Christ, our true God, did not know the day of 
judgement, statements which he himself, driven mad by God, 
made in ignorance, not knowing what he uttered in his mistaken 
thinking. For if he did not know the force of his own words, he 
would not have given birth to the destructive ignorance and hotly 
defended the pollution of ignorance, belching forth from his 
senseless brain the statement that, not in so far as he was God 
eternal but in so far as he had in truth become a human being, was 
Christ ignorant of the day of consummation and judgement, and 
making him a mere human being. And he called this headless 
monster after himself, and conjured up one composite nature of 
the same Christ our Saviour.'®’ Let there be anathema with him 
both Peter the Syrian'™ and Sergius the Armenian,'” the leaders 
of minor tritheism, although they neither agreed so much with 
each other nor had the same ideas equally as each other (Damian 
opposed them exceedingly, but in our times was shown to be a 


truth became so; 


‘A controversial anti-Chalcedonian, as we have seen in sec. 1.1 above, Paul the 
Black spent more time out of his patriarchate of Antioch than in it, being anathema- 
tized by others in his party for communicating with Chalcedonians, among other 
things. ‘This may explain Sophronius’ accusatory pun on Paul’s blackness, 

> ‘That is, a worker in vain rather than a lover of work. 

' Conon, bishop of TVarsus, and Eugenius, bishop of Seleucia, were tritheists, and 
followers of John Philoponus. Conon subsequently rejected Philoponus’ teaching on 
the resurrection of the body. Again to be noted is Sophronius’ pun on the names of 
those he anathematizes, this ime on ‘thrice-accursed’ and ‘tritheism’. 

‘7 Vor the Agnoetai, the sixth-century anti-Chalcedonians who argued for ignor- 
ance in Christ, and their condemnation, sce Van Roey and Allen, Monophysite Texts, 
5-15. 

'" Yor the doctrinal disagreement between Peter of Callinicum and Damian of 
Alexandria on the subject of how to deal with trithcism see sec. 1.1, above. Peter in 
fact wrote against tritheism, but was accused by Damian of being a tritheist. The [act 
that Sophronius disparagingly calls Peter a minor trithcist indicates how well 
acquainted he is with developments among anti-Chalcedonians. 

' Around 591 Sergius became anti-Chalcedonian patriarch of Edessa. With his 
brother John he opposed the writings of Peter of Callinicum, according to Michael 
the Syrian, Chron. II, 372 3, and said that they should not be accepted. From this a 
schism resulted (sec. 1.1 above). Sophronius’ remarks show once again his familiarity 
with anti-Chalcedonian politics: Sergius and Peter must originally have been of like 
mind, but then had a falling out. 
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new Sabellius'”’); with them let their successors in impiety also 
be anathema and condemned: Athanasius the Syrian'’' and 
Anastasius the unyoker, and those who stupidly attached them- 
selves to their unagreed agreement bringing no agreement, and 
: aaert : 172 . 
were cheated by them like irrational cattle.’’~ They mingled as 
if in a friendly way with each other, but were wounded in enemy 
fashion by the anathemata from each other. 


2. With these let there be invested and covered with anathema 
and condemnation Benjamin of Alexandria and the Syrians 
John'” and Sergius’ and Thomas'” and Severus,'” who are 
still living their accursed life and warring madly against pious 
belief. Let there share with them the condemnation of the 
present anathemata Menas of Alexandria too, who championed 
and defended the heresy of the Gaianites and fought openly 
against the proclamation of the truth,'” and all those who are in 


' On Damian see sec. 1.1, above; for his Sabellianism see sec. 1.5.4, above. 

'"! On the incomplete outcome of the union between Athanasius the Camel-driver 
and Anastasius of Alexandria in 616 see sec. 1.3.1, above. 

'® The primary meaning of BovxoAeiv, which I have rendered here in its secondary 
meaning as ‘cheat’, is in fact to tend or graze cattle, a fact on which Sophronius puns. 

'" The Syrian John seems to be John II, anti-Chalcedonian bishop of Cyrrhus, 
who is mentioned by Michael the Syrian, Chron. I. 412, as accompanying the patri- 
arch Athanasius of Antioch to Mabbog for discussions with the emperor Heraclius. 
See sec. 1.3.1, above. 

“3 A bishop Sergius was signatory to the synodicon of union in 616, according to 
Michael the Syrian, Chron. II.393. Michael also writes of Sergius, a bishop of Syria, 
who also accompanied Athanasius of Mabbog (II.412). These two Sergii are in all 
probability identical. See sec. 1.3.1, above. 

'® Thomas of Heraclea, bishop of Mabbog, fled to Egypt during the anti- 
Chalcedonian persecutions conducted by Domitian of Melitene under the reign 
of the emperor Maurice (560-602): see Michael the Syrian, Chron. 11.381. Not only 
was he a signatory to the synodicon of union in 616 (I1.393), but in addition he played 
an important part in the entire proceedings. Furthermore, he was in the entourage of 
Athanasius of Antioch when the patriarch of Antioch met Heraclius in Mabbog: 
Michael the Syrian, Chron. II.412. See sec. 1.3.1, above. 

"® Anti-Chalcedonian bishop of Samosata, Severus went to Egypt with his brother 
Athanasius of Antioch in 616. His name does not appear among the signatories of the 
synodikon of union. Severus also accompanied his brother to Mabbog for the talks with 
Heraclius. In Michael the Syrian he is portrayed in hagiographic terms. He died 
around 641: Michael the Syrian, Chron. I1.427-9. See 1. 2, above. 

"7 Unless the Gaianite Menas is to be identified as the brother of the anti- 
Chalcedonian Benjamin, this is the only testimony to him. Cosma, De ‘oeconomia’ 
incarnationis, 35, makes the identification. Menas, the brother of Benjamin, was tor- 
tured by Chalcedonians for his beliefs. 
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communion with them and are of the same stock and correspond 
to their impiety. 


3. Let there be struck by the same anathemata also all the heresies 
which blossomed after the coming of Christ and dared to 
fight the church of Christ: that is, the heresy of the Nicolaites,'” 
Eutychites,'”” Cainists,""’ Adamites, Barbelioti, Borborians, Naass- 
ines, Stratiotici,'"' Ophionites,'** Sethians, Sophians,'** Ophites, 
Cainites, Antitactites, Peratics, Hydroparastates, Encratites,'** 
Marcianists, Phrygians,'” Pepouzians,'”’ Artotyrites,'"’ Tasco- 
drougites,""’ Quartodecimans,'” Nazarites,'” Melchisedecites, 
Antidicomarianites,'”' Psathyrians,'*? Curtians,'*’ Doulians,'”* 


'™ Cf. Rev. 2: 6, 14, 16, 20. 

" According to Theodoret [.1; PG 83, 345B, the Eutychites were followers of 
Simon Magus. 

"° Gainists and Cainites are recorded by Theodoret 1.1; PG 83, 345B and 368BC. 

"" According to Epiphanius, Panarion 26. 3; ed. Holl, 1.279, 24-6, this was an 
Egyptian Gnostic sect. 

"= Theodoret Lig; PG 83, 364C-368A, equates Ophionites with Ophites and 
Sethians. 

‘This is the only attestation of a sect with this name, and it very likely arose from 
a textual corruption between Ophianites and Ophites, unless there was in fact a 
group which took its name from the Greek sophia (wisdom). 

"* Since encratism is a global term used to designate adherence to extreme asceti- 
cism, it is not tied specifically to a religion or a period. However, here may be meant 
the followers of Tatian. 

By Phrygians are meant the adherents of Montanus. 

“© Pepouzians is another name for Montanists. See Theodoret III.2; PG 83, 


A name composed of the Greek words for bread and cheese, this refers to a 
group who used those commodities in their sacrament. 

Also known as Ascodrougites, this is an obscure group which may have been 
associated with Montanism. 

“° This group of Christians claimed to be following the Johannine account of 
Christ’s passion and celebrated Easter on the day of the Jewish Passover or the 
fourteenth (quartodectmanus) day of the month Nisan. They were not christologically 
aberrant. 

' This was an Aramaic-speaking Jewish-Christian sect, about which we know 
otherwise very little. 

‘*' ‘This group was held to deny Mary’s perpetual virginity, claiming she had other 
children by Joseph. 

‘© The Psathryians were a short-lived Arian sect in the fourth century. See 
Socrates, HE V.23, and Sozomen, HE VIL.17. 

' According to Theodoret IV.4; PG 83, 421C, this was the name of a group which 
separated from the Psathryians. 

‘Another Arian sect, the Doulians reputedly received their name from calling the 
Son the servant (doulos in Greek) of the Father. See Theodoret IV.4; PG 83, 421CD. 
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9 Tepaxitdv, 7 Mecadtavav, 4 Edbtuyitadyv, 4 7Axedddwr, 1 
Ovepoovvovditar, 7 “Hoaavar, 4» “Ayvontar, 7 “laxwfirav, 
4 Tpdeitayv Kai ats érépa mapa TavTas KabéornKe Succefys Kal 
GerjAaTOos alpects. 


2.6.4. Anavras toivuy robs mpoavadepopevous atpecidpxas Kai 
Tas eta TOUTOUS dvopacbeicas SucceBeaTdTas atpécers Kal axic- 
pata dvabepatilw Kai catabenatilw ux Kat [486] Kapdia Kai 
oToparti, evvola Te Kal Adyots Kal pHpact, Kal TaVvTA ETEpoV aipe- 
aiapxnv OAEOpiov Kal madcav érépav wapPéeByAov aipeow Kal wav 
eTepov oxiopa DerjAaTov, dcovoTep 7 ayia KaboAK? Wudv exxAnatia 
dvabewariler. dvabepatilw d€ Kxat xatabepatilw Kai mavras 
avTa@yv Tovs Ouodpovas Tovs Tas abras abrois doeBelas CnAWoavras 
Kal duetavontous ev abrais TeAevtioavTas Kal Tods ETL Kal viv ev 
avtais dvapévovras Kal ToAenobvTas THs KADOALKIS WU@Y exKAn- 
aias TO KHpuypa, Kal mioTW Hudv THY dpOjv Kal dudpnrov 
BaAdovras. Kai dvabepatilw maAw mapatAnoiws Kal mavTa abrav 
Ta Oeoudya ovyypdupata, a Kata Tis dywwtaTns Hud KabodAcKis 
exkAnatas ouvéragav Kai Kata THs OpOys udv Kal duwpynTov 
auveypayavro tistews. avabenatilw te abv abrais tais BeByAots 
aipéaect Kal macav étépav Jeootvyy Kal Kaxddo€ov aipeau, iv 1 
dyta Ka0odiKy} av exxdAnoia dvabepatilew Kal Katakpivew 
ouviGiatat Kal Tovs e€apxous abTwv Kal yevvyTopas Kal TA avTaYV 
pvoapa Kal wappiapa Aoyvdpia Te Kal PiBAdta, pova TYL@Y Kal 
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Anthropomorphites,'”” Hieracites,'"° Messalians,'”’ Eutycheans, 
Headless Ones, Bersounouphites,'” Isaians,'”” Agnoetai,“”” Jaco- 
bites, tritheists, and besides those whatever other heresy, impious 
and pursued by God, has existed. 


4. All the heresiarchs cited above, therefore, and the most impious 
heresies and schisms named after them; I anathematize and con- 
demn with soul and heart and mouth, and in mind and speech 
and words, and every other destructive heresiarch and every 
other wholly profane heresy, and every other schism pursued by 
God, as many as our holy catholic church anathematizes. I also 
anathematize and condemn also all who think like them, those 
who vie with them in the same impiety and have died unrepentant 
in them, and those who even at the present time still persist in 
them and fight the preaching of our catholic church and strike our 
right and blameless faith.’ And again I anathematize likewise 
also all their writings, hostile to God, which they composed 
against our most holy catholic church and wrote against our right 
and blameless faith. With the same profane heresies I anathema- 
tize also every other heresy hateful to God and unorthodox, which 
our holy catholic church has been accustomed to anathematize 
and condemn, and their leaders and begetters, and_ their 
loathsome and utterly abominable pamphlets and booklets,” 


' Being against the conception of a transcendent God, adherents of anthro- 
pomorphism imagined God in human form. As such they were not confined to a 
particular group or period in the Patristic era. 

'© The Hieracites were the followers of the Egyptian ascetic Hieracas (end of 
third—beginning of fourth century), who was accused during his lifetime of holding 
Origenist views. 

‘"" Messalians or Euchites (‘those who pray’) were ascetic groups, especially of the 
fourth and fifth centuries, who were devoted to prayer and poverty to the extent that 
they rejected work and the necessity of providing for their daily needs. 

' The Bersounouphites, or more commonly Barsanuphians, were an Egyptian 
anti-Chalcedonian group, named after the monk Barsanuphius, which separated 
from the anti-Chalcedonians at the end of the fifth century and remained in schism 
until the beginning of the ninth century. 

The Isaians were followers of Isaiah of Scete (d. 491), who was a teacher of the 
famous first-generation anti-Chalcedonian Peter the Iberian. Whether these formed 
a special group of devotees of Isaiah’s influential spiritual work, the Asceticon, is 
uncertain. 

*“” The followers of Themistius, on whom see sec. 1.1 above. 

*' This is probably to be taken as referring in the first instance to the anti- 
Chalcedonians. 

*? On the same expression and its interpretation see sec. 2.5.5, above. 
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honouring and holding fast to and bearing in mind and revering 
only the teachings of our holy catholic and apostolic church, 
which I have expounded to you partially and in brief because, 
as I have said, of the summary form of the synodical letter.’ With 
these sentiments I pray that I shall depart hence when God 
ordains that this shall happen. 


2.7 CONCLUSION 

1. Accordingly, I request Your Paternal Holiness that, when by 
synodical ordinance You have received this letter from my lowli- 
ness, You scrutinize it with the eyes of a father and assess it with 
the gaze of a brother. If there has been any blunder through 
ignorance, or if anything has been omitted through forgetfulness, 
or overlooked through haste, or muted through brevity and has 
not been mentioned anywhere, or has been left unsaid because I 
could not express it, or through slowness of tongue and exceeding 
thinness of voice (cf. Exod. 4: 10) or through the weakness of 
rather boorish words has been passed over in silence, even if 
unintentionally, I request You to supplement it with additions and 
with expressions proceeding from [Your] fatherly plenitude, and 
straighten it with amendments and bestow encouragement with 
much affection, activated by brotherly zeal and showered by 
fatherly counsels. [I request this] so that neither what is deficient 
in it appear forever imperfect, nor what is weak and often mis- 
taken through ignorance remain forever feeble and chronically 
ailing. When this is accomplished by You in a friendly and genuine 
manner, may it enrich and heal me, and testify to Your Blessedness 
my affinity with You and my affection, which is the same as saying 
the love of a child and of a brother. Thus when I am enriched by 
You, and when what I lacked is supplemented, and my weakness is 
healed and my limp corrected, and I am crowned by encourage- 
ment and by paternal and fraternal riches, I shall be considered as 
having such great favour with You and joy to accompany it, and 
be known as harvesting happiness and the highest pleasure. But 
may God alone know this, and may I myself know this too, O one 
honoured by God—when I have gained the advantage of so great 
a spiritual well-being and have harvested so bright a benefaction. 
May You too perhaps know this and learn it for Yourself, if You 


*’ Yet another reference by Sophronius to the supposed brevity of synodical 
letters. 
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know the fervour of my heart towards pious belief, and observe 
with the eyes of the soul how much my soul is disposed towards 
love. Leaving aside, then, any further verbal pleas to You on these 
matters (for I know that You will fulfil these requests completely, 
since before our most lowly requests You are inflamed with the fire 
of fraternal love and burn with fatherly longing), | importune You 
and shall never cease to importune You on this point, that with 
prayers to God and supplications (Eph. 6: 18) You treat me most 
warmly, since | am in fear and trembling and unable to bear the 
weight of the yoke placed on me. 


2. And [I importune You] not only on this account, but so that 
You may join me in feeding this flock of Christ, which I have been 
entrusted to shepherd. But if You do not succour me with Your 
support, I am incapable of shepherding it and nurturing it with 
some godly and beneficial blooms and safeguarding it unharmed 
and unhurt. And because of this I plead with You and beg 
You, lest, if the flock be subject to harm in this through my 
inexperience and lack of skill, and a weakness which is insufficient 
to pasture them as needed, I be judged on the day of judgement 
for having inflicted outrages on them myself, and suffer the eternal 
punishment of robbers who steal and slaughter and destroy the 
most precious flock of Christ God. I know clearly that they are 
both safe and growing and are well fed because of their excellent 
pastures, and I understand that I shall be called to account by 
Christ, the chief shepherd; but, O one honoured by God, if you 
are able to do something, God granting the possibility, exert 
Yourself to help us, lest both I myself and these most precious 
sheep of Christ be caught by wild beasts through my impotence. 


3. I offer an equally profuse appeal to You, that You will make 
intense and unceasing plea and petition (cf. Eph. 6: 18) to God on 
behalf of our Christ-loving and most serene sovereigns,” who 
received from God the rudders of the empire. My intention is that 
God himself, lover of mercy and lover of human beings, who has 
power equal in force to intention, when he has been appeased by 
Your prayers which are acceptable to God, will bestow on them a 
large number of years, and grant them both the greatest victories 
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i.e. the emperor Heraclius and empress Martina. 
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[492] BapBdpwv doin kai tpomata, Kat waldwv Tatalv avTovs oTe- 
pavwcee kal elpyvyn Oeixyi yapaxwoee, Kal oKiTTpa Tapaoxor 
Kpataua Kal evdtvapa BapBdpwv prev dmdvrwv, padtota dé 
Lapaxynvarv, oppdv katabpatrovra, taHv bv duaptias judy ddox- 
YTws viv wiv eravactavtwy Kal Tavta Anilopéevwv wpa Kal 
Onpibder dpovipate kat dvaceBel Kal d0éw ToApHpate. 610 TEp- 
tao@s Kal tobs pakapiovs buds tkerevouwev exTeveatatas pds 
Xp.orov tas dejoes Tomoacba, Orws TabTas edpuevas pos bwav 
mpoonkapevos KkataBdAo Garrov attav ra wavias tAnpy dpvay- 
pata Kai edredeis abtods tromdd.ov Kaba Kal 70 mpdTEpov Tois 
Jeoaddtots Hudv BactAcior dwpycorro, iv’ ebypepoiev prev avrol of 
TO emt yys Hudv Bacideov éxovtes, ToACLKaV OoptBwv mavadpe- 
vow, ednpepoln O€ Kal dav avta@y abv abtois TO ToAiTEvpa oKHT- 
Tpo.s Tois abtw@v KapTepois yapakovpmevov Kal elpnviKys dv adbra@v 
KaTaoTdoews Tos evppoatrys ToKéas SpeTopevov BoTpvas. 


2.7.4. AvriBord dé dixalws tyudv ro dirddedAdov Aedvriov tov 
QeoceBéotatov didKovov tis ayias Xpiototd tot Beot Adv 
’Avacracews, Kal Tob edayots Huy cexpérov KayyeAAdpiov TE Kal 
TpwTovoTdpwov, Kal Tov evAaBéotatov Hud@v ddeAdov [TodAbevKTor, 
Tovs Totade nud@v tois avvod.iKois diaKkovovpevovs Yapaypaocw, 
evpevea tpocwTors Oedoacbat Kai cvyKataBdcer mpeTmdet TpOG- 
déEacba: tobTo yap budv Kal TO (didTaTov TépuKE Yrwpiopa, @ 
tovs Oeatdas tuawv del KatatAnrrete ev tyber peyiotw TuyxavovTes 
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over the barbarians, and trophies, and crown them with children 
of their children and fortify them with divine peace, and provide 
them with strong and mighty authority over all barbarians but 
especially the Saracens, destroying their pride. Through our sins” 
they [sc. the Saracens] have now unexpectedly risen up against us, 
and are carrying everything off as booty with cruel and savage 
intent and impious and godless daring.” This is why we especially 
beg also Your blessed Self to make the most intense supplications 
to Christ, so that when he has graciously approved these from You 
he may immediately cast down their insolent acts, full of madness, 
and present them, paltry as they are, as a footstool to our God- 
given rulers, just as before, so that those who have the empire on 
our earth may themselves enjoy good days once they have ceased 
from the clamours of war, and with them their whole state, 
fortified by their puissant authority, when through their peaceful 
direction it has harvested the grapes that generate good cheer. 


4. Irightly entreat You in fraternal love to look upon with kindly 
countenance and welcome with fitting condescension Leontius, 
the most reverent deacon of the [Church of the] Holy Resurrec- 
tion of Christ our God, and steward (kankellanos) and first 
secretary (protonotarios) of our undefiled bureau,” and our most 
devout brother Polyeuktos,“” the ministers of this, our Synodical 
Letter. (For this is Your most distinctive mark by which You always 
astonish our observers—that though You are in the loftiest 
position You are clad with the greatest humility.) So indeed, with 


* That the sins of Christians caused the Arab invasions is a recurring theme in 
Sophronius’ work. See e.g. Homily on the Birth of Christ, 169, 12-170, 20 and 175, 25-176, 
7; Homily on Holy Baptism, 166, 13-167, 30. 

“© On the basis of these remarks we may conclude that the Synodical Letter was 
composed at the beginning of 634, before the Arabs had consolidated their hold on 
the eastern empire. See von Schénborn, Sophrone, 89-91. 

7 Fe. the patriarchal office or council: see ODB 3, 1866, s.v. Sekreton. In particular 
the patriarchal chancellery was concerned with calligraphy, and the signing and 
sealing of patriarchal documents. See J. Darrouzés, Recherches sur les OP®IKIA de 
léglise byzantine, Archives de l’Orient Chrétien, 11 (Paris: Institut Frangais d’Etudes 
Byzantines, 1970), 340-3. Since as protonotarios Leontius would have stood close to the 
patriarch and, among other duties, vetted letters before their dispatch (cf. ODB 3, 
1746, s.v. Protonotarios), it is possible that he had a hand in the composition of the 
Synodical Letter. The copy of Sophronius’ letter which went to Honorius in Rome was 
entrusted to Stephen of Dor and others. See Conte, Chiesa e primato, 416. 

* Evidently a member of the Chalcedonian clergy of Jerusalem, Polyeuktos is not 
known to us from elsewhere. 
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Kal peylotyny evdedupevor Tateivwow: adda Kal taow buav Tots 
Aaptrpois (Stbpact mvevpatiKcas Kal Aapas deEtaaaabe kai epodia 
puyjs mvevpatika Kal Aaumpa tpocxaploacbe [494] Kal OdrTOov cs 
Huds davtiméwibate yavvupévovs Kal xalpovtas, OTe Tovobrov 
totopeiv Bulavriwy 7éiwvrat mpdedpov, yxaporo.otvtas Te Kal 
Hav tHy edréAcav ev TH Spyeiobar Koppas juiv Ta JwéeTEpa — 
padow buys Veoda@pyntov kal byeiav Tob capatos Gedadotov — Kal 
vénew ToJovmeva ypdupata Ta TiotwW yuiv THY dpbijv expadp- 
UvovTa Kal TO WOos THs Wuxys exAevKaivovTa Kal THY TOLMLAVTLKTY 
Huds emoTHuny TawWevovra Kal Oappadéous mpos TO Tomaivery TA 
evOade XpioTob Tmovovpeva woluvea. 


2.7.5. [ldoav tiv adv tois mamépots byiv OeodiAy Kal dadpav 
> / a > - ~ a > ‘ © ‘ ‘ 
ddeAhotynta mAciota ev Xprota TH Hew eyw TE 6 TaTEwos Kal 


> , ‘ e ‘ > ‘ , > ‘ tA 
eAdxiaTtos Kal of ovv euol mavTes ddeApol Tpocayopevomer. 


2.7.6. Eppwevos év kupiw trepedyou pov, dyuitate ddeAdge. 
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all Your luminous personal qualities greet them spiritually and 
cheerfully, and gratify them with spiritual and luminous provisions 
for the soul, and speedily send them back to us glad and joyful, 
because they have becn judged worthy of observing such a patri- 
arch of the Byzantines. They will both delight our meanness in 
clegantly telling me news of You, Your God-given strength of soul 
and God-gifted health of body, and will bestow the longed-for 
letter,” which will illumine the right faith for us, and make 
shining white the habit of the soul, and teach us pastoral under- 
standing, and make us confident in grazing the flocks of Christ 
here. 


5. Both I, humble and least, and all the brothers with me, grect in 
Christ God all the brotherhood, dear to God and cheerful, who 


are with Your all-sacred Self. 


6. Do You, strengthened in the Lord, pray for me, most holy 
brother.” 


*"" ic, Sergius’ written acceptance of Sophronius’ Synodical Letter. 


“This formula is standard in correspondence between patriarchs. 


PART 3 
A MONOENERGIST DOSSIER 


TEXTS AND TRANSLATIONS 


Cyri Alexandrini epistula ad Sergium Constantinopolitanum 


a tA / > a > / ‘ 
T& Oeotyytw <pov> deardtyn, dyabad dpxiToméen, marpi 
TaTépwv, olkouperik@ TaTpiapxn Lepyiw wapa Kipov éAaxiotou 
bpeTepov. 


TT povupnbévre ror tv Tapotoav dvadhopay dvateivar TH Oeotintw 
pov deomdéTy Stddopor elajecav Aoyiopol Kal dual yvapas 77)V 
puxny epepilouny. dpa 76 pyat, mrevoBeiny T@ SiddoKovte wibyA- 
OTEpad cou y7er_ kal Babitepa cov épetva kal KAeibpa 
emiBadwy tois xetAect oryiy doxyjow 7 dKovcouut Tod A€éyovTos: 

tov Cyrer Kal map’ euol péve, era ikav@s euavtov ev TovTw 
Bacavioas tote Kal ypadew erappyotalopyny, OTe THY THY TpLO- 
paxaplotwr bud Oedmvevatov didacKkaAlav Kata vobv eAduBavor, 
memecopevos, OTt Suoiv Odtepov 7 Kai éxadtepa ex TovTOV jLot 
mepiyevyntau’ 7) yap, dynaty, adroderyOeinv 7 mavTws diopbwbeiny emi 
tois dvadepopevors ovaw ev TovTos aéwwbeis, Aeotiyto., THV 
mavevoepav lyva@v Tob Oeoatnpiktov Hav SeatoTov. 

Apa 5€ kai tis Oeopusntou adrot cvyxataBdoews Tuya Tap- 
pyolas weteAduBavov beta xeAevoer THs AVTAY HLEpoTHTOS evTUXELV 
mpos Apxdd.iov tov dywrtatov dpyteticxomov Kimpouv Kata 
TlavAov tot Kehadaumtov tav dvemickdTwv pdda YeompeTads 
ouvtayeion, Ws emaweros Kal DeodiArjs ws [590] dAnOds das prev 
6 okomos ebaeBOs TV Guduntov Hudv dpbodogiav Opnoxetwr, 
do dé evepyeias emi tot deomdétov Hudv “Incot Xpiotob pera 
THv evwow AéyecOar KwAvovoav. atriv edpyKws avévevov Kal 


1 
Document 1 


Cyrus, First Letter to Sergius 
(CPG 7610 Suppl.) 


To my Master, honoured by God, the good chief shepherd, the 
father of fathers, the ecumenical patriarch Sergius, from Your 
most humble Cyrus. 


Contrary thoughts came into my mind as I was intending to 
extend the present report to my divinely honoured Master, and in 
my soul I was divided by two considerations. ‘Should I’, it asked, 
‘obey the one who taught: Do not seek things too lofty for you and do not 
examine things too deep for you (Ecclus. 3: 21), and put bars on my lips 
and practise silence, or should I heed the one who says: Jf you are 
seeking, seek and abide with me (Isa. 21: 12)? Then, having sufficiently 
examined myself on this point, I summoned the courage to write, 
when I had taken to heart the inspired teaching of Your Thrice- 
blessedness, being persuaded that one of the two, or even both 
of them, would prevail with me. ‘For either’, it said, ‘I shall be 
accepted, or else I shall be completely corrected in what I report 
in this letter, being deemed worthy, O divinely honoured one, of 
the all-pious footsteps of our God-strengthened Master.’ 

At the same time, having also met His God-imitating Con- 
descension,’ I took the liberty of looking into the divine 
ordinance’ of His Serenity to Arcadius, the most holy archbishop 
of Cyprus, against Paul, the highest head of the non-bishops,” 
which was composed in a most God-befitting fashion, the entire 
scope of which is truly praiseworthy and dear to God, since it 
venerates with pious belief’ our blameless orthodoxy, but having 
discovered to my disapproval that it forbids the assertion of two 


‘ Commentary on this dossier can be found in sec. 1.3.2. 


: Text in ACO ser. sec. Il, 2, 588, 7-592, 4. 

sc. the emperor Heraclius. 
* sc. the Keleusis. 
ie. the anti-Chalcedonian bishop, Paul the One-eyed. See sec. 1.3.2, above. 

° In general the Greek edcefrjs, often rendered as ‘pious’, is translated in these 
documents as ‘of pious belief in order to convey the idea of orthodoxy which is 
repeatedly at stake in the monoenergist controversy as it is in late Patristic Greek. 
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mpohépew emeipmunv Tob pakapiov Adovtos tiv mavTysov em- 
atoAny dbo évepyeias eta THs GAAjAWwY SyAad7) KoWwwvias, Kabds 
diddoxer 6 Tavayis pov deamérTys, dvadavdov Bodoar. evbevde 
AouTov épunbevtos juiv tod Adyou mavtT ov dvadopay TaV Heo- 
TVEVOTWV DULY Els Gvayvwow eyyxetpilecbar exeAcvounv, avTly papov 
efvat Aeyouevnv Kal doxotoav THs pybelons evaeBots KeAeKaews: 
pvipny yap emoreiro exeivov I1advdov to datAov, adda ery Kal Tob 
Tis KeAevaews cou Kal Tov eyyeypappevov abT@ vobv aTEedéxeTO. 

Etkotws otv thvikaita jovxlav dyew Kal HKioTa avriwéyew 
evaevounv, emt de THv tyetépav Oeddpactov didacKadriav 
katadevyew eyvwv Tysriwy avtis Kepar@av ad&inljvar dedpevos 
ThAavy€aTepov SiacadovyTwr, d7ws do evepyetas Aéyewv wera TV 
Evwaw TapatTovpevor eis piav Hyouv évixyy evepyerav duvdjeba emi 
maoat Tots Petows Aoyiows cuyKAelew 76 TE TaOHTOV Kal amales Tis 
dppyrov olkovopias Tob owtipos yudv “Inoot Xprotod, iva ris 
Oeodavots mawevoews THY GeoddaKTwv buadv dwraywynbev Hudv 
70 dtraidevtov tows Kav ev TOUTW pLLLnonTaL TIV Tiova Kal EvOaAy 
yiv Kal Tov KataBadAopevov Tod Adyou KoKKov Gopevws bro0deE- 
dpevov pos edKapTiav diacwon. 

Tas d€ Oeorebeis abtot mpocevyds auvifws éemyopnyijcat TH 
eun Bpaxtryt. Kai Tois abv euol 6 dyabds pov deomdTys 
KaTakéimoet. 


« 4 
[592] H droypagy 
a > - « a / > * a 
Kipos é€Adxiotos trepevxopmevos THs Tavtisiov edlwias Tob 
Geotysntov pov deamoTou avyyayov. 


2. Sergii Constantinopolitani epistula ad Cyrum 
episcopum Phasidis (postea Alexandriae) 


Eddvy pev ypiv Kat do mpwtyns edbéws Tmeipas TO TUKVOV Kal 

> \ i , im , 2) : oe . a 3 

emueres TOO TpdTOV THS DeodiAlas Kudv, TAEov dé viv dia TAV Tap 
> a / ‘\ i4 > a ‘ ‘ ‘ 

abris ypapevtwy TO diAdtrovov abris Kai Piropabes KaTteudboper. 
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activities in our Master Jesus Christ after the union,’ I tried to 
adduce the all-honoured letter of the blessed Leo, which openly 
proclaims two activities with, of course, the cooperation of the 
other, as my all-holy Master teaches. From this our dialogue arose 
as a consequence; I was commanded to embark on reading the all- 
revered report of Your divinely inspired Self,* which is said and is 
reputed to be a reply to the ordinance of pious belief just men- 
tioned. It makes mention of that Paul the Foul,’ but also of the 
copy of the ordinance, and accepts the intent of what is written in it. 

Hence I was properly instructed then to observe silence, and 
to contradict as little as possible. I have learned to take refuge in 
Your teaching, which speaks from God, even as I beg its precious 
and clearly instructive message to vouchsafe still brighter clarity, 
so that, if we refuse to assert two activities after the union, we shall 
be able in the case of all the divine utterances to include both 
the passible and the impassible within the one, single activity, 
belonging to the ineffable dispensation of our Saviour Jesus 
Christ. As a result, when our ignorance has been illuminated by 
Your God-taught Self; perhaps in this too we may imitate the fat 
and fertile land, and, joyfully receiving the seed of the word which 
has been sown, we may preserve it until it becomes fruitful 
(cf. John re: 24). 

My good Master will deign to supply habitually for my littleness 
and for those with me prayers which trust in God. 


The Signature 
I, humble Cyrus, praying for the all-esteemed well-being of my 
Master who is honoured by God, composed this. 


Document 2 


Sergius, First Letter to Cyrus 
(CPG 7604 Suppl.)"” 


There was revealed to us immediately, and, from the outset of our 
experience, the full and caring manner of Your Love-for-God, 
while now we have learnt still further, from what You have written, 
of Your love of work and love of learning. 


” Here I have diverged from Riedinger’s punctuation. 

* je. the anaphora or report composed by Sergius in 623. 
* There is a pun here on Paul’s name. 

'° Text in ACO ser. sec. II, 2, 528, 1-530, 24. 
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Evruxeiv yap onudvaca 7H mpos Apxadiov tov tHs Kumpiwv 
vycou Deodiry mpdedpov yevouevn tavevoeBei KeAevoer Tapa TO 
Kpatiorov Kat Oeoorypixrov judy Bacwéws cata IlavAov rob 
Kepadawtot THs Tov AxeddAwv rovnpds cuupopias Kal THY €ipn- 
pevny edoepy KéAevow evpeiv d00 KwAvouacay émi Xpiorod Tov Geod 
Huav A€yew evepyetas, Hpwrnoev Wuads dia THS olKEias uNvicews, 
moTepov xpy dvo mpecBevew evepyeias 7 piav Tov Kupiov A€éyew 
evépyetav. O0ev tueis aTA@ Kal cuvTouw Adyw Kexpyucba Kai TA 
THS NuwEeTepas epovpev Elon GEWwWS. 

Epotwev roivuv, ws év pev tais dyiats peyddats Kal oiKxou- 
pevixais ouvddors ovdeuia Tept ToUTOU Kivnats yéyovev, OUdE EaTL 
mept THS ToLavTHS CyTHoEws dpov eLevexOevTa Tov olovoty Tapa 
Tivos Tay 6pBoddEwv auvddwy edpeiv. Thy 5é ye Exkpitwy TaTépwr 
évious émarapeba Kal kar’ éfaipetov Tov ayiwratov KipiAdov tov 
THs Ade€avipéwy apxterioxomoy év tiat Twv idiwy cvypaypatwv 
piav Cwomowv évépyercav Xpiotod rob adAnOwot Beot judy 
efpyKxota adda pny cat Mnvds 6 év aylow apxtericxomos THs 
feopudaxrov tattrns Kai Baairidos moAews Adyov ouverage 
mpoodwrnbévta mpos BuyiAdov tov ayiwwtatov THs mpeoBuTépas 
Pans yevouevov mamav, év a Tov Gpotov Kal avTos TpdTOV ev TO 
Tov <peydAou Beot Kal cwripos nua Inoot> Xpiotov béAnua Kal 
piav Cworrotov évépyerav eSoyuaTice. Kal WOTE ev THY CUVETWT- 
aTynv bua diroroviay évruyyavoucay TH euTeptexouevyy avT@ 
dtvayw yv@vat, dvayxaiws tov elpnucvov Adyov petaypadyvar 
TAPECKEVGCALEY UTTOKEILEVWY AUTH Kal xpnoEewr Siaddpwv mpos 
avoTaow Tob TMpoKEpmEevou oKOTIOU, Kal TOUTOY adv TOS HLETEpOLS 
avTH oTadjvat ypdppaoww ereTpepaper. 

Ererdy b€ dnow 4 Oeodirera tuwy tov ayiwratov mamav THs 
Pwpaiwy Adovra dia tot Adyew ‘évepyei <yap> éxatépa popdy 
peta THS Garépou Kowwvrias do évepyeias emi [530] Xpictod 700 
<dAnbivot> Beod nud mapadiddvar Te Kai KnpUTTE, ypewy adTHy 
eldévat, ws-—rroAAwy Tob dvaceBous kata LeBipov tov KaTaparov 
TULTNPATOS TWY adel mpos TA THS EvoEBeias SéypaTa Siapayonerwr 
Kai THS TOU eipnuevov TavevdHpov TaTpos KabvAaKTHOdYTWY emt- 
oToAns, ATIs KoWN Tw Ovte ‘THs dpbodokias arHAn’ Kab€ornKe— 
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For You indicated that You had read the ordinance,'! full of 
pious belief, sent to Arcadius, the leader dear to God of the island 
of Cyprus, from our most powerful, God-strengthened emperor, 
against Paul, chief head of the evil party of the Headless Ones, 
and that You found the above-mentioned ordinance of pious 
belief forbade speaking of two activities in Christ our God. You 
asked us through Your own communication whether it was 
necessary to uphold two activities, or to speak of one activity of 
the Lord. Hence we use simple and brief language, and shall 
declare what we know. 

We shall declare, then, that in the holy and great ecumenical 
synods this issue was not raised, nor is it possible to find any 
definition on this question in any of the orthodox councils. We 
know that several of the approved Fathers, and particularly the 
most holy Cyril, archbishop of Alexandria, spoke in some of their 
writings of one life-giving activity of Christ our true God.'? More- 
over, Menas, too, [now] among the saints, archbishop of this God- 
protected and imperial city, composed a document addressed to 
Vigilius, who was then the most holy pope of Older Rome, in 
which he too in the same way defined that the will of our great God 
and Saviour (Titus 2: 13) Jesus Christ is one and also that there is one 
life-giving activity. And so that Your most astute Diligence may 
discover by reading it the meaning it contains, we have arranged 
for the said document to be transcribed, as was necessary, while 
attaching to it various testimonies in support of its stated purport, 
and we have given instructions that this be sent to You together 
with our letter. 

Since Your Love-of-God says that the most holy pope of Rome, 
Leo, by his statement, ‘cach form acts with the cooperation of the 
other’,'? handed on and proclaimed two activities in Christ our 
true God, it is necessary to know it, there being many of the 
impious schism of the accursed Severus who are always making 
war against the teachings of pious belief and barking against 
the letter of the aforesaid all-famous Father, which in fact was 


established as the common ‘pillar of orthodoxy’," since several of 


"sc. keleusts, 


™ On this aspect of Cyril’s christology see McGuckin, Saint Gpril of Alexandria, 
187-8. 

* Tome to Flavian, ACO IL, 1, 1, 14, 27 8; wrans. Tanner, i. *79. 

On the designation of Leo or his Tome as the pillar of orthodoxy see sec. 2.5.4 
with n. 131, above. 
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didgopor Ta exxpitw THS KaDoAUKHS exxAnaias bidacKdAwy mpds 
dixatay Kat aGAnb7j ovvnyopiay tHs deAcypevys d1avéornoav 
émiatoAns, Kat ovdéva iopev éxeivwy eindvta emi Tob mpoKEtsevou 
pntod dvo évepyeias Tov év dyiows eipnxévar A€ovra. aAX’ tva pn} 
TavTas auTOUS Eis edo ayovTEes TO ypdupa pNnKivweEV, Evds 
ToUTwy ToAuy émi 7H THY aAnOdv Soypdrwy didacKadia Tapa 
TavTwy ameveyKapevou Tov émawwor, dnui 57 obv EdAoyiou Tob ris 
dolas pynpns THS AAcEavdpéwy yevopévou troysévos, Adyor oAd- 
KAnpov vmep THs eipnuevns yeypagpdros emiaToAns yphaw els TO 
mpoKetuevor Pepowevyny pytov T@ avwrépw pvynyovevOdvT. Adyw 
pera Tas TaTpiKas ypHoets KabuTOTAyHVvar TapecKeudaaper. 

Odbre ody odomep émotdaueba Tis ToAAdKis AexOetons edoeBus 
bmepaywviaapevous émiaToAns, ote aAAov Twa TwV Deomvedoruv 
THs éexkAnolas pvoTaywya@v dxpt Kal anjpepov evpopev dvo 
evepyeias emi Xpiorot Tob Oeod judy eipyKxdras: ef Sé Tis THY 
axpiBeorépwv dSeiéar Suvnbein twas Tav éxKpitwy Kal Deoddpwv 
Hua matépwr, dv ta Sdéypata vouos TH KaboAuKy KabdornKev 
éxxAnoia, dvo évepyeias émi Xpiotov A€yew mapadiddvras, Sei 
mavtws axoAovOjaar maoa yap avayKn uy ovoy Kat’ evvotay Tois 
TaY ayiwy tmatépwv émeobar Sdypacw, aAAd Kal tais avrais 
€xeivots Kexpjobar pwvais Kai undev TO maparrav KaworTopeiv. 

‘A pev odv emorapyefa Tov mpoKeevou ydpw Kepadaiou rabra 
€ort. 

Acxonevn b€ 7 Beodirera vuwy Kai xabeERs Tois oraAdciow adTH 
Tap npwv evtuyydvovoa Ta pev THS Wpedelas TW THY yrwoewr 
Oem Kal trois matpao. Twy ToLovTWY emiypadérw Adywr Kai 
Trovnpatay, Sadpov S€ THs Huw@v UTepevyéabw Tamewwoews Kai TA 
mepi ToUTwy avriypada dia TaxXous Hiv oTecAaTw. 
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the approved teachers of the catholic church took up the just and 
true defence of the said letter. Of these we know none who say 
that in the letter before us Leo [now] among the saints spoke of 
two activities. But so that we do not have to produce all of them 
publicly, let us mention the letter of one of them, which has 
acquired high praise from everyone for its teaching of true doc- 
trines. I mean, of course, the writing of Eulogius of holy memory, 
former shepherd of Alexandria, which was entirely devoted to the 
aforesaid letter written by Leo. We have arranged for the docu- 
ment, which bears testimony to the text we have mentioned, to be 
appended to the above-mentioned writing after the tcstimonies 
from the Fathers. 

Hence we have found that neither those who we know con- 
tended against pious belief on behalf of the letter which we have 
mentioned many times, nor any other of the divinely inspired 
spiritual teachers of the church up to the present, speak of two 
activities in Christ our God. But if one of the more punctilious 
were able to show that some of our approved and God-bearing 
Fathers, whose teachings are established by the law in the catholic 
church, transmitted the affirmation of two activities in Christ, it 
would certainly be necessary to follow them. For there is every 
necessity not only of following the teachings of the holy Fathers 
according to their meaning, but also of using the same words as 
they do, and not to innovate at all in any respect. 

This, then, is what we know with regard to the article of faith in 
question. 

May Your God-loving Self receive [this], and subsequently, 
when You have read what we have sent You, ascribe what is 
edifying in it to the God of what is to be known and to the Fathers 
of such works and labours. As a gift may You pray for our lowli- 
ness, and send us speedily the answer to this letter. 


168 A MONOENERGIST DOSSIER 


3. Satisfactio facta inter Cyrum et eos qui erant ex parte 
Theodosianorum 


a ) a / ‘ r a / 
Tcov TS EVOILEVY)S TA omoptas ETACU Ki ov TOU EVOMLEVOU 


mana AdeEavdpetas kal THv Tis wepidos TAV Ocodociavar. 


Tot dearétov Xptotob Tob dAnAwodb Oeot yudv wavtwv mpoddp- 
TovtTos Kal mavTas els THY GwThprov Kal GAnOuwiy abtob miotw 
iObvovtos Kal efs pilav Kal tiv adriy dylav adtob éxxAnoiav 
svyKadobvTos THVv Tmapotoav tAnpodopiav memoujpeba emi TH 
évice TOV dylwv Tob Geot exxAnody unvi ITaivi vdietudvos 
extns. ITAnpodopia yevouevn tapa Kipov éAéw Oeot emiakdzrov Tov 
ToTov éeméxovtTos Kata Yeiov Oéomiopa THY ayabav Kal KadAAwikwv 
Hud SeomoTav Tob amoaToAKod Opovov tabtys THs Ade~Eavdpéwv 
pitAdoxplotou ToAEews. 


~ , 
[596] KeddAaov a 
Ei’ zis ody bpodoyet watépa Kai vidv Kal dyov mredua, Tpidda 
dpoovatov, piav JedryTa ev Tpralv brooraceaw, avabewa €oTw. 


ll 
KeddaAaov B 
we > c act ‘ Lid a ¢ , / > ‘ ‘ tf ‘ 
Ei ris ob 6podoyes ‘Tov eva THs ayias Tpiddos’ Tov Hedv Adyov, Tov 
mpo atwvwv adxpovws yevvnfévta ex Tob maTpds, Kal KaTeAPovTa 
ex THY ovpavav Kal capkwhevta ex mvetpatos dyiov Kal Tis 
dearoivns judy THs dylas évddEou BeotdKov Kal devmapHévov 
Mapias cai évavOpwrjoavra, tabovra 7H idia capi Kal dvobav- 
ovra kal Tapevta Kal dvactavta TH TpiTH WpEepa KaTa Tas ypadas, 
avdbewa €oTw. 
, 
KeddAatov y 
iW > c ral 7 > a ‘ [ i ‘ c a +) a 
Ei’ tis oby opodoye? tot atrob Kal évds Kuplov jpav “Inoot 
Xp.otod Tob dAnOwvod Oeot ta Te 7AOy Kai TA Oavpata, GAN ‘addov 
oN ’ > , ” 
kal dAdov , dvadena €oTw. 
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Document 3 


Copy of the Announcement 
which was agreed between Cyrus, 
then Pope of Alexandria, 
and those of the Theodosian Party 
(CPG 7613 Suppl.)'® 


Since Christ the Master, tue God of us all, is shining forth and 
directing everyone towards the saving and true faith in him, 
and summoning them to one and the same church of his, we have 
made the present announcement on the occasion of the union of 
the holy churches of God, in the month of Pauni (June) in the 
sixth indiction. 

An announcement made by Cyrus, bishop by the mercy of 
God, who, by the divine sanction of our good and victorious 
Masters, holds the office of the apostolic throne of this Christ- 
loving city of the Alexandrians. 


Article of Faith I 

If someone does not confess Father, and Son, and Holy Spirit, 
consubstantial Trinity, one Godhead in three hypostases, let him 
be anathema. 


Article of Faith II 

If someone does not confess that one of the Holy Trinity, God the 
Word, before the ages was timelessly begotten of the Father, and 
descended from heaven, and was made incarnate by the Holy 
Spirit, and became human from our Lady, the holy, glorious 
Theotokos and ever-virgin Mary, suffered in his own flesh, and 
died and was buried, and rose on the third day according to the 
Scriptures, let him be anathema. 


Article of Faith III 

If someone does not confess both the sufferings and miracles of 
our same and one Lord, Jesus Christ, true God, but [says they are] 
of one and of the other, let him be anathema. 


© Text in ACO ser. sec. II, 2, 594, 19-600, 20, There is a partial English translation 
of this document in J. C. Ayer, A Source Book for Ancient Church History: From the Apostolic 
Age to the Close of the Conciliar Period (New York: C. Scribner’s Sons, 1913; repr. AMS 
Press, 1970), 661—2, and in Verghese, “The Monothelete Controversy’, 1g8—200. 
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Kedddarov 

Ei ris oby bpmodoyel €& abrijs dkpas évadcews Tov Oeav AOyov ev TH 
yaotpt THs dyias PeotéKov Kal detapbévov Mapias imoaricat 
éavt@ kal’ évwow odpKa e& abris tis dylas OeotéKov Ti Hiv 
dpoovcrov euibvywpevynv puyy AoyiKy TE Kal voepa evwmoer dvaiky} 
te kal Kal’ dmoatacw Kal otTws mpoeAbeiv €& abtis eva dvta, 
davyxuTov Te Kal dd.alpetov, dvdbena €oTw. 


, 
Kedddarov € 
Et > © a ‘ ¢ / / c a ‘ > , 
i tus obx dpmodoyel Tiv dylav déoToWway wv Kal dev@apHevov 
Mapiav xupiws Kat [598] Kata dAjOevav OeordxKov elvat, ws Tov Jedov 
Adyov cecapkwevov Kunoacay Kal TeKoboar, avdbena €oTw. 


, 

Kedddarov s 

bad > e a 3 tA 7 4 , , ‘ 
Ei tis oby bpodroyet ex dto dicewv, toutéote PedtyTOs TE Kal 
> , ” , o cs ous a a , , 
avOpwrdtynTos, Eva Xprotov, éva vidv, ‘piav Tob Heo Adyou diaw 
cecapkwpevnv Kata Tov ev ayious KipiAdov dovyxitws, adtpentws, 
dvadX\owstws Hyouv play brootacw abvbeTov, dmEp eotiv abros 
6 Ktpios Hav “Incots Xproros, ‘eis Bv tis dylas époovaiov 
Tpiddos , 6 ToLobTos avabewa EoTw. 


a 

Kedadarov € 

iW A Lid tA € “ ’ a ‘ > + a 
Ei tis tov éva Kbpiov yuadv “Incotv Xpiorov év dvai Oewpeiabar 
Aéywr tais piceow ody ‘eva THs dylas Tpiddos’ TOV abrov bpodoyei, 

‘ Pes ‘ > ~ 4 Pa ‘ , > > / ‘ 
TOV didiws pev €x TOO TaTpos yevynbevra Dedv Adyov, ev €ayadTors dE 

a“ da ” > / ‘ ‘ > a 

Tob ai@vos Katpois Tov abrov capxwhévta Kai TexOévta eK Tis 
mavaylas Kal dxpdvtou dearoivys Hydv OeotdKov Kal dertaplevov 
Mapias, adAn ‘érepov tobrov’ ofde ‘kai €repov’, Kai oby ‘éva Kal TOV 

> he ‘ ‘ , , «> / / \ > 
avrov’, Kata Tov codwratov Kipirdov ‘év PedtyTe TéAEtov Kal ev 
avOpwrorntt TéAEvov TOV avTOV’, Kal KATA TOUTO Kal Lovov ‘ev dUO’ 
Oewpotpevov ‘piceot Tov abrov mdoxovTa Kal j41) TaCXOVTA KAT 
»” od >] e e > ‘ > e a ” Ul , ‘ 
GAXo kal dAdo’, ws 6 abros ev dyio edyoe Kipirdos, macxovta pev 
> / ‘ ‘ ” / 4 € ‘ > a > 
avopwrivws capki Kao advOpwros, wévovta b€ ws Beov dmaby ev 
tois THs (dias capKos mdMea, Kai Tov abrov éva Xprotov Kai viov 
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Article of Faith IV 

If someone does not confess that from the very moment of the 
union God the Word, in the womb of the holy Theotokos and 
ever-virgin Mary, hypostatized with himself through the union a 
flesh from the same holy Theotokos which is consubstantial with 
us, ensouled with a rational and intellectual soul, in a union that 
was both natural and hypostatic, and came forth from her being 
one, without confusion and without division, let him be anathema. 


Article of Faith V 

If someone does not confess that our holy Lady and ever-virgin 
Mary properly speaking and in truth is the Theotokos, in that 
she conceived and bore God the Word incarnate, let him be 
anathema. 


Article of Faith VI 

If someone does not confess one Christ, one Son, from two 
natures, that is, from both Godhead and humanity, ‘one incarnate 
nature of God the Word’, according to Cyril [now] among the 
saints,’ without confusion, without change, without alteration, or 
rather one composite hypostasis, which is our same Lord Jesus 
Christ, being one of the holy, consubstantial Trinity, let such a 
person be anathema. 


Article of Faith VII 

If someone, in saying that our one Lord, Jesus Christ, is discerned 
in two natures, does not confess that the same is one of the holy 
Trinity, God the Word begotten eternally from the Father, that in 
the last times of the age (cf: Heb. 1: 2) the same became incarnate, 
and was born of our Lady, the all-holy and undefiled and ever- 
virgin Mary, but knows him to be this one and another, and not as 
one and the same, according to the most wise Cyril,'’ the same 
being perfect in Godhead and perfect in humanity, and in that 
respect and in that alone discerned in two natures, the same one 
suffering and not suffering in two distinct respects, as the same 
Cyril, [mow] among the saints, said, suffering in human fashion in 
the flesh as a human being, but remaining impassible as God 
amidst the sufferings of his own flesh," and that one and the same 
Christ and Son performed things befitting God and things human 


© On this terminology see McGuckin, Saint Gyril of Alexandria, 207-12. 
'T On the two realities in Christ see ibid. 185. 
‘“ On ‘impassible’ suffering in Cyril see ibid. 185-6. 
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> a ‘ a ‘ > , ¢ a a > : eS 
evepyobvrTa Ta Oeompeny Kal avOpamuwa ‘wid Deavdpixy evepyeia 
‘ ‘ > ¢  é , / ‘ Fd ‘ > e c 
kata Tov ev ayiows Avoviictov’ Pewpia wovyn Siakpivwv Ta e& dv 7 
evwats yeyove, Kal TabTA TH VO SiackoTMV ATpeTTaA Kal davyxuUTA 
peta THY abrav ducky Kal Kal’ d7éoTacw Evwow jévovta, Kal ev 
TOUTOLS GdtalpeTWS Kal dxwploTws Tov éva Kal Tov abrov Xprorov 
‘4 ey ‘ ‘ 4 ‘ > ta > , 
Kal viov yrwpilopevorv, Kabo S00 Ta GAAHAOLs GovyxUTwWs GuVyvEy- 
péva Kkabopa 7H vad, mpaypatixyy adbta@v [600] tiv Pewpiav 
movovpevos, GAN’ <otd> davracia yevder Kai diaxévois vot 
/ “ ‘ > a € > / bd a” > , 
diamrAdopact, Suataat d€ ovdapas cs avypnyevys dy THs ets dbo 
dtatouns dia TIv adpactov <Kal dovyxvTov> Kal amEepwontov 
Ca ’ \ Sls ce x , ce ‘ , o a 
evwovw, Aéywrv kata Tov dyvov Afavdcvov: ‘dua yap odpé, dua Jeot 
Adyou adpé, dua ocap& ewibvxos Aoyixy, dua Deo Adyou aapé 
” 43 > ’ > ‘ ‘ a > ‘ / ‘ , 
euibvyos Aoyixy’, GAN emt Siatpécer TH ava pépos THV ToradTHVv 
exAapBaver dwriv, avadewa €otw. 


, 
Kedddarov 7 
Ei ts ob« dvabepwatile: Apevov, Edvomiorv, Maxeddviov, AtoAw- 
/ ‘ c / / > /, ‘ , ‘ aA 
aptov Tov aipetixov, Neotopiov, Hitvxéa tov dvowvupov kai Kipov 
kal “Iwavynv tobs Aiyedtas Kai mavtas Tovs dvTeipyKoTtas Kal! 
: ‘ i 
olov dimote tpdmov toils dwHdeKa Kehadaiors Tob dywwTdTov 
Ki irr ‘ ‘ V4 iAN’ > a , A / 
upiAdov Kal py) petavojoavtas, GAN év 7H Tovadryn Ady 
dmolavovras, Kal Tovs Ta Gpota abTaYV dpovycavtas 7 Ppovowvras, 
avabena éotw. 


Kedddarov & 

Ei wis ode dvabepariler ta ovyypdppata Ocodwpitov ta Kata 
Tis OpOijs ticTews Tob ev ayios KupidAov, Kai tH Aeyonevnv TBa 
emaToAny, Kal Oeddwpov tov Mopipovectias Kai ta cvyypaupara 
Tob abrov, Kal ef tis ob déyeTar Ta ovyypdupata Tod dyiov 
Kupi\vov kai padtota ta Kata Oeodapov Kal Ocodwpitov Kai 
Avdpéov kai Neoropiov kat Trav Ta Gpota abrois Kai évos atTav 
meppovnkotwv 7 dpovotvTwyr, avdbena €aTw. 


CYRUS, ANNOUNCEMENT 173 


by one theandric activity, according to Dionysius [now] among 
the saints,'” distinguishing in contemplation alone the elements 
from which the union came about, and mentally considering these 
as remaining without change and without confusion after their 
natural and hypostatic union, and recognizing in these the one 
and the same Christ and Son without confusion and without 
separation, as he mentally considers the two to be brought 
together mutually without confusion, holding the contemplation 
of them as a matter of reality and not of lying illusion, but he does 
not separate them in any way, since the rending into two has 
already been undone because of the union which is ineffable 
and unconfused and inconceivable, saying according to holy 
Athanasius: ‘At the one time there is flesh, at the one time there is 
the flesh of God the Word; at the one time there is flesh ensouled 
and rational, at the one time there is the flesh of God the Word 
endowed with a rational soul; but takes such an expression as 
dividing into parts, let him be anathema. 


Article of Faith VIII 

If someone does not anathematize Arius, Eunomius, Macedonius, 
Apollinaris the heretic, Nestorius, Eutyches of ill-repute, and 
Cyrus and John of Aigiai,”' and all who, in whatever way, contra- 
dict the Twelve Chapters of the most holy Cyril, and do not 
repent, but die in such error, and those who thought or think like 
them, let him be anathema. 


Article of Faith IX 

If someone does not anathematize the writings of Theodoret 
which are contrary to the right faith of Cyril [now] among 
the saints, and the so-called Letter of Ibas, and Theodore of 
Mopsuestia and his writings; and if someone does not accept 
the writings of holy Cyril, especially against Theodore, and 
Theodoret, and Andrew,” and Nestorius, and those who have 
thought or think like them or one of them, let him be anathema. 


"© In Letter IV to Gaius the Monk, PG 3, 1072C; ed. Heil and Ritter, ii. 161, 1. g. 

* Ps. Athanasius, Letter to Emperor Jovinian (CPG 2253), PG 28, 532A. Cf. sec. 2.3.2, 
above. 

*! On Cyrus and John cf. sec. 2.6.1 with n. 156, above. 

* On Andrew and his initial opposition to the union of 433 between John of 
Antioch and Cyril see M. Simonetti, FEC I. 38, s.v. Andrew of Samosata. 
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4. Cyri Alexandrini epistula secunda ad Sergium 
Constantinopolitanum 


Tdiw deomoty Ta mavta Deotyuntw Kal Tpiopakaplotw <dyaba 
Toevwvy TOLeVL>, TaTpl TaTépwv, olKOUWEVLKa TaTpLaPXY 
Lepyiw Kipos eAdyiotos bperepos. 

E’dopias kal wadw mvevpatixis dua THv edrpoodéxtwr ebyav 
THs TOO OeoTysnTov pov SeamdTov pakapLéTyTos yewpynbelans 
TH dwaxy Kal Tois mavevoeBéor xpovors THY Oeofpoupytwv Kal 
Kata dAjnbecav diroypiotwy judy deooTHv aupPawovons, Kal viv 
dévobpat TH TpiopwakapioTw pov deo OTy Tas Gmapyas dvadepe. 

AjAov yap Tovodmat, ws dmavtes of TO Sdypatos TaV Aeyop- 
évwv Oeodootavav Kata tavTyHv TH Adc~avdpéwv diAdxpratov 
moAw KAnpiKkol, dua Kat Tots év d&éiats Kal otpateiats duaAdpT- 
ovow, €7t d€ Kal Tots els Sjjov TeAOdow els xLALddas GuVTEivorTEs, 
Kata tiv Tpityv Tob “Tovviov pnvos évwhévtes TH Kal’ auds 
dywwtatyn 706 Deo KaboAuKkH exkAnaia TaV axpdvTwyr Tod Aeot abv 
Hutv pvatnpiwv petéAaBov, ddnynbévtes mpds TotTo Wyouperys 
mpodijAws Tis Tob TavToduvajov Oeod evdokias TH XopHnynOeian jror 
didayy mapa te TOV diraydbwy Kal KadAwikwv Hudv deatoTar, 
Tapa Te THs Tob deamdTov pov OeomvedoTov Tmavay.oTeias—ws 


evredbev cuoTivat KaTa TO yeypappevor ev Tois tuKalovaw éopTnv 
péypt Tov _Kepatwv Tob Ovowaortypiov, ef dé dei TaAnOEéoTEpov 
Aéyew, ob év tois TuKalovar povov ovde wéxpt TOV KEepdtwv TOO 
Qvovactypiov, dAAd Kata macav tiv AdeEavdpéwv diAdypiotov 
moAw Kal Tas Um abriy evopias méxpt TOV veheA@v abTrav Kal 
ToUTwy éméxewa TAaV ovpaviwy tdgewv TH THY dywrTdtwv 
exxAna@v elpjvn Kat Tois [594] mpos adryy éematpedopevors 
evhpawopevwrv, Omws S€ Ta THS ToLadTHS Evwcews TapyKoA- 
ovOnce—AenTopepws ToAuyoas aviyyayov émi Tas TavevoePeis 
dkoas TMV anTTHTwWY Kal yadAnvoTatwyv Huadyv deatmoTwy dia Tob 
suvdovAov pov “Iwavvov tot Oeodidectatov diakdvov maar Tois 
kw7Oeiot Tapatvxovtos, Kal mémevopat, OTL Kal é€v To’TW 
dmod€xeTat Tov €AadxLaToV abTod SovAoV 6 TaVvaytos jou deaTOTHs. 
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Document 4 


Cyrus, Second Letter to Sergius 
(CPG 7611 Suppl.)” 


To his own Master, honoured by God in all things, and thrice- 
blessed good shepherd of sheep, father of fathers, the ecumenical 
Patriarch, Sergius, Your most humble Cyrus [sends greetings]. 


Since again abundance and spiritual blessedness have been 
harvested through the acceptable prayers of my Master, who is 
honoured by God, and since they concur with the teaching and 
the most pious times of our Masters, who are guarded by God 
and truly dear to Christ,"' I now have the honour of offering the 
first-fruits (cf. Lev. 23: 10) to my thrice-blessed Master. 

For this I make clear—that all the clergy belonging to the 
teaching of the so-called Theodosians in this Christ-loving city of 
Alexandria, together with those who are illustrious in public office 
and in the military, and in addition those, running into thousands, 
who pay public tax, on the third day of the month of June were 
united to our most holy, catholic church of God, and partook with 
us of the undefiled mysteries of God. The good-will of the all- 
powerful God clearly leading them, they were guided to this 
through the teaching I provided from our Masters who love good 
and are victorious, as well as from the all-holiness of my God- 
inspired Master,”’ so as to celebrate the feast in this way, according 
to what is written: With those who deck with garlands at the feast, even to 
the horns of the altar (Ps. 117: 27). But if I should speak more truth- 
fully, it was not only with those who deck with garlands, nor even to the 
horns of the altar, but throughout the entire Christ-loving city of 
Alexandria and its districts even to the very clouds, and to those 
ranks of heaven beyond, rejoicing in the peace of the most holy 
churches and in those who are returning to it. As the things per- 
taining to such a great union have followed, I presumed to report 
in detail to the all-pious ears of our unconquered and most serene 
Masters through the intermediary of my fellow servant John, the 
deacon most dear to God, who was present at all the proceedings. 
And I am confident that in this matter too my all-holy Master will 
receive his humblest servant. 

"Text in ACO ser. sec. I, 2, 592, 7-594; 15. 
* i.e. the emperor Heraclius and empress Martina. 
5 i.e. Sergius. 
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Agopuat odv Tov TpiopaKapiorou pou SeaToTov, Omws év EidHoEL 
TEpt TAVTWY yEvOmEVos, El TL “OL KATA THY TOLAUTHY KivnoW ws 
eikos KaOvorépntrar WF KaT ayvoiay Tov SéovrTos Sinuapryras, 
diopAwoacba tov EAdyiorov attod dovAov: eépyov yap TovTO TwY 
BeotinTwv vuwy macats Tais Deikais Kexoounpévwy ypadais Kat 
TeTeAcLwpevwy Tais avwOev aperais. 


H iroypadh 
Képos éAaxroros émicxomos Umepevyouevos THs OBeoTiysnrou 
evlwias Tov TpiopaKkapiorou pou SeaTroTOU avnyayov. 


5. Sergii Constantinopolitani epistula secunda ad 
Cyrum Alexandrinum 


Ta € ‘A x a ¢ ¥ 4 c é 
as lepas ovdAdaBas THs vuetépas Deotiyrov oadrnTOos 
edefapeba, edayyeAclopevas ws TH TOU Tavaylou mvEvpaTos XapiTe 
kal Oeapéotw omovdy tod BeodudAdxrov Kai KadAwixov Auav 
Ld ‘ , > tg ‘ i. > i / 

Baciréws Kat vovbecia évbdw Kai macys dpbodo€ias merAnpwpyevyn 
Tov Taviépwv vudv yeyerjobar Kata THY gdird6yptorov TdV 
Ade~avdpéwv peyaddroAw Kai macas Tas altis évopias Twa mpiv 
Aeyouevwy Oeodootavav mpos tHv KaboAtKnv Kal amooToAuKhy 
> 4 2 ‘ ” 24> _ fF het , 2 
dpOddofov exkAnaaorixny evwow, éd¢’ols mvevpatixyns Kal avexdAa- 
Anrou yapas eutrAnobevtes edyaptotnpious Uuvous Tw peyaAw Dew 

‘ a c a % a lal > La a ? 4 Lid 
Kai owrHor yuav Incod Xprotw e& Ans puxys aveTéppapev, O71 
ope mote TH TOU Beod avvepyeia TOU weadotoiyou THs Suyovoias ex 
péoou ywopuevov, &° od mpwny 6 Kowds TaV avOpwrwy éxOpos 
3 ‘ ta ? a t 4 x 4 7 
adeAgous SteoTycev adeApwy cvacwyo. Kal ouupEeToyor TEP Hvact 
Kal yeyovaaty ot martes Ev xeiNos Kai pia yAwooa THY MpoonKOVCaY 
? , cA ‘ , e > ¥: > ~ 
eLopordoynaiv te Kai dofodoyiav, ws apeatév eat, 77H SofodAo- 
youpern Cwapxiky Tprddr Trovovpevot, Kal KNPUCCETAL TApG TaVTWY 
popwrws els KUptos, wia triotis, é€v Bartiopa. 

Tas yap Ta&v peydAwy Kai oixouperixay ayiwy cuvddwy, Ta TE 
xapite Tod adytov mvevpatos auveAPovawyv Kai pilav Kai THY adTHy 
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I beg my thrice-holy Master, therefore, that, on taking cogni- 
zance of all these events, if anything fitting has been omitted by 
me in such a proceeding, or if through ignorance I have missed 
what was due, to correct his humblest servant. For this is the task 
of Your God-honoured Self, who are adorned with all the godly 
scriptures and are perfected in virtues from above. 


The Signature 
I, Cyrus, most humble bishop, praying for the well-being of my 
God-honoured and thrice-blessed Master, have reported [this]. 


Document 5 


Copy of the Second Letter of Sergius, 
former Bishop of Constantinople, written to Cyrus, 
former Bishop of Alexandria 
(CPG 7605 Suppl.)”” 


We have received the sacred letter of Your God-honoured 
Holiness, proclaiming how, by the grace of the all-holy Spirit and 
the zeal pleasing to God of our God-protected and victorious 
emperor, and with the godly admonition, filled with all orthodoxy, 
of Your All-sacredness, a union has been effected throughout the 
Christ-loving great city of Alexandria and all her districts, of 
those formerly called Theodosians with the catholic and apostolic 
orthodox church. On account of this, we are filled with spiritual 
and meffable joy (1 Pet. 1: 8), and have offered up wholeheartedly 
hymns of thanksgiving to our great God and Saviour, Jesus Christ 
(Titus 2: 13), because late in the day, with the assistance of God, 
the dividing wall of discord (cf. Eph. 3: 6) has gone from our 
midst, through which the common enemy of human beings 
formerly divided brothers from brothers, and all have appeared 
and become fellows of the same body and fellow heirs (Eph. 3: 6). As 
one mouth and one tongue, they make both the fitting confession 
and the doxology, as is pleasing, to the glorified, life-giving ‘Trinity, 
and one Lord, one faith, one baptism (Eph. 4: 4) is proclaimed by all 
with one voice, 

For You have presented to them the utterances of the great and 
ecumenical holy synods, that is, those which assembled, by the 
grace of the Holy Spirit, and defined one and the same orthodox 


*° Text in ACO ser. sec. I, 136, 3-138, 37. 
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> / e f / a > fp A ‘ a rf 
6p0ddo€ov mictw dpicapévwr, THs Te ev Nuxaia dnl Kal THs ev 
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faith. (I mean the one at Nicaea and the one in Constantinople 
and the first synod at Ephesus, and the one at Chalcedon, and the 
fifth holy synod which met again in Constantinople at the time of 
Justinian, of pious memory.) By means of them You have scattered 
every cause of scandal from Your midst, like stones from the road 
(cf. 1 Pet. 2: 8), and You have made an exceedingly easy passage to 
the union dear to God. For this achievement Your priest-befitting 
Perfection receives from God a reward which is great, and praise 
from all human beings. 

You have stated in the articles of faith which were sent to them 
[sc. the Theodosians] by You that You confess—for it is good 
to use Your actual sacred expressions—‘Father and Son and 
Holy Spirit, a consubstantial Trinity, one Godhead in three 
hypostases’,”’ one who ‘is one of the holy Trinity, God the Word, 
who was begotten from the Father before ages, and descended 
from heaven in the last days, and became incarnate by the holy 
Spirit and our Lady Mary, who is properly speaking and in truth 
Theotokos and ever-virgin’.”” ‘He took from her a flesh con- 
substantial with ours, ensouled with a rational intellectual soul’, 
and united this to himself from his very conception ‘in both a 
natural and a hypostatic union, and so that he came forth from 
her as a single being, without confusion, without division’, ‘perfect 
in Godhead and the same perfect in humanity’, ‘the same suffered 
in one respect and did not suffer in another respect’, as the 
inspired Cyril said.” ‘He suffered in a human fashion in the flesh 
as a human being, but the same one as God remained impassible 
amidst the sufferings of his own flesh, and the same single Christ 
effected what was fitting for God and what was human through 
one activity.””” For every divine and human activity proceeded 
from one and the same incarnate God the Word. Concerning this 
pious conception Leo, the archbishop of Rome, of holy memory, 
both thought and taught when he said: ‘each form is active with 
the cooperation of the other.’ Hence, as befits a priest, You have 
taught us to uphold indeed ‘one Christ, from two natures, that is, 
both from the Godhead and from the humanity’, and You have 
confessed ‘one incarnate nature of God the Word’, according to 


* Article of Faith 1, document 3, above. 

** Conflation of Articles of Faith II and V. 

* See Article of Faith VIL; cf. McGuckin, Saint Cyril of Alexandria, 185-6. 
” Cf. Article of Faith VII. 
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Cyril [now] among the saints,’ and one synthetic hypostasis 
which is our very Lord Jesus Christ, ‘who is one of the holy and 
consubstantial Trinity’. Similarly, in proclaiming the confession ‘in 
two natures’, you did not investigate ‘is one and another’, but ‘one 
and the same’, according to the all-wise Cyril, ‘distinguishing in 
contemplation alone the elements from which the union came 
about, and mentally considering that these remain without 
change and without confusion after their natural and hypostatic 
union’, ‘holding the contemplation of them a matter of reality 
and not of lying illusion’, that is to say, once the ‘division into two 
because of the ineffable and unconfused and unconceivable 
union’ was removed.” 

Having expounded these matters in pious belief and with 
extreme accuracy, You placed all leaders of impious heresies one 
by one under anathema, in whose company also all those who had 
contradicted the Twelve Chapters of the all-wise and famous 
Cyril and have not repented but persist in their error until the end, 
You condemned with similar curses. Having read this orthodox 
teaching of Yours, through which the Lord of glory (1 Cor. 2: 8) was 
well pleased to build the union of so many of our brothers, we 
have praised his goodness and we have blessed Your holy Priest- 
hood too because it has been deemed worthy to assist in such a 
wonderful way and against all hope by the grace of the all-holy 
and life-giving Spirit and through the choice and teaching of the 
godly-wise and peace-loving great emperor, who has his hallowed 
heart in the hands of God (Prov. 21: 1), being led and governed by this 
grace truly in all our undertakings. May the one sovereign God, 
who is over all, continue to fortify and preserve him greatly, safe- 
guarding him as the foundation-stone of both the holy churches 
of God and the blameless faith of the Christians, granting him 
length of years and abundance of peace, and the subjection of all 
the hostile nations, as he transmits his royal power to his children’s 
children. 

May God provide more abundantly also to Your holy and all- 
sacred Love his grace on Your lips and a word in the opening of Your 
mouth (Eph. 6: 19), through which the possible remnant of those 
who randomly and vainly differ from us will be rescued. As we 
follow in the footsteps of those much-desired children of ours who 


*' Cf. Article of Faith VI. 
* Cf. Article of Faith VII. 
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have recently been united with us, whom we clasp in a spiritual 
embrace through the intermediary of You who are pleasing to 
God and greet with a holy kiss (Rom. 16: 16, etc.), we pray that they 
will enjoy all good things from God. 


The Signature 
Since You are saved in the Lord, pray for us, Brother most dear to 
God. 


Document 6 


Copy of the Letter of Sergius of Constantinople 
to Honorius, Pope of Rome 
(CPG 7606 Suppl.)** 


We are so completely and naturally bound to Your most holy Self 
in unity of spirit (Eph. 4: 3) that we strive to have Your Sacredness as 
a helper in all our plans and actions. And if the distance between 
locations did not effect a great separation, we would do this on a 
daily basis, fencing ourselves round with the strong and fortified 
counsel of Your honoured and unanimous Brotherhood. How- 
ever, since both word and letter give us without effort what we 
strive for, we shall relate immediately the subject on which we are 
writing. 

Some time ago, when our victorious and God-strengthened 
master and mighty emperor was waging a campaign against the 
Persians because of his struggles on behalf of the Christ-loving 
state entrusted to him by God, he came into parts of Armenian 
territory.’ One of the leaders of the accursed party of the 
impious Severus, Paul by name, appeared in these places, 
approached His Piety, and made a speech on Severus’ erroneous 
heresy, even defending it, if you please. To this His all-pious and 
imperial Magnanimity (for with his other gifts from God he has 
also obtained abundant knowledge of divine teachings) argued 
with him and triumphed over his wretched impiety, and against 
Paul’s profane devices he contrasted the correct, undefiled teach- 
ings of our most holy church, as her true champion. In so doing, 
he also mentioned the one activity of Christ our true God. 


“! "Text in ACO ser, sec. II, 2, 534, 4-546, 25. German trans. in Bausenhart, Studien 
zum Beitrag Maximos’ des Bekenners, 317-21. 

* This is the synod of Theodosioupolis in 633. See Winkelmann, Der Streit, 61-2, 
nr. 24, who, however, favours a date of 631. 
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After some ume the same God-strengthened empcror came 
to the land of Lazica and was reminded of his discussion, as 
mentioned, with that heretic Paul, by the presence of the most 
holy Cyrus, who then held the metropolitan throne of the 
Christ-loving land of Lazica, but is now shepherd of the great 
Alexandria. When the said most holy man [sc. Cyrus] heard of 
the discussion, he replied to His Serenity that he did not know 
exactly whether one should teach one or two activities of Christ 
our true God. Therefore, at the command of His Piety the said 
most holy man enquired of us in his own letter whether it was 
necessary to speak of one activity or two in Christ our Saviour, and 
whether we knew of any of the holy and blessed Fathers who had 
spoken of one activity.” To this we indicated to him in our reply 
what we ourselves knew, sending him as well a document of 
Menas, formerly the most holy patriarch of this God-protected 
and imperial city.** This document was addressed and handed by 
him to Vigilius, Your Holiness’s predecessor, [now] among the 
saints, who was present there, and contained various testimonies 
from the Fathers on the subject of one activity and one will of our 
Saviour Christ, true God. In these rescripts of ours, however, 
we declared nothing at all of our own, as Your all-sacred and 
unanimous Self can discover by reading the copies of the docu- 
ments that were sent. And that subject went into abeyance [rom 
that time on. 

Recently, with the help and grace of God who wushes all human 
beings to be saved and to come to a knowledge of the truth (1 Tim. 2: 4), and 
stimulated by the pious zeal of the most powerful and victorious 
great emperor, Cyrus, the most holy patriarch of the great city of 
Alexandria and our common brother and fellow minister, in a 
God-loving and seemly manner exhorted those in the great city 
of Alexandria who were sick with the beliefs, hateful to God, of 
Eutyches and Dioscorus, Severus and Julian, to approach the 
catholic church. After many discussions and efforts, which he put 
into the matter with the greatest prudence and the most advanta- 
geous arrangement, he achieved by the grace of heaven what 
he was striving for. Between cach party certain doctrinal articles 
were composed, in which all who had earlier been divided into 
opposing parties and had subscribed to their Icthal forefathers, 


* “This refers to document 1, above. 
" "This refers to document 2, above. 
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dyiou maTépes Huddy dia TO Kepddvat TAELOVWY vydv swrypiav 
TowovTwv dvadvertwr Kedadaiwy JeapéaTors olkovoylats xpyadpe- 
vou daivovrat kal cupBdoect pydev Tis axpiBelas THY dp0av Tis 
exkAnolas doypdtwv tapacadevoarres, Kal A€yovTos, ws apa xp 
Kal €mi Tob TapovTos ToGOUTwWY UpLddwy Aaot GwTypias ev Yepal 
Tpokeevyns pndev wept TOD ToLovTov [540] Kehadaiov eprotiK@s 
Cvyouaxetv did 76, ws etpytat, Kal 76 TWH DeoTEciwv TaTépwv 
THY ToLavTHY eipHabar dwvyv Kal pndev Epi TOUTOU TOV TIS GpHo- 
do0Elas tapaBAdmrecbat Adyov. 

0 pydels Oeodidrrs Lwdpdvios tiv TovabTynv otkovopiav obdapas 
Katedééaro. emel obv ToUTOU evexa pLeTa Ypappatwy Tob abTob 
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Dioscorus and Severus, were united to the most holy and only 
catholic church.’ The Christ-loving population of Alexandria 
became one flock of Christ, our true God, and in addition to them 
almost all of Egypt, Thebaid, Libya, and the remainder of the 
provinces in the diocese of Egypt. Formerly, as we have said, it was 
possible to witness their fragmentation into an untold number of 
heresies, but now, by the favour of God and the God-pleasing zeal 
of the aforementioned most holy chief-priest of Alexandria, they 
all became one mouth, one voice, and in unity of spirit confessed 
the correct teachings of the church. From what was discussed and 
settled, one article of faith was established concerning the one 
activity of Christ, our great God and Saviour.® 

Events having proceeded in this way, Sophronius, the most holy 
monk, who now, as we have learned only from hearsay, has been 
ordained leader of Jerusalem (for up to the present we have not 
yet received the customary synodical letter from him), was in 
Alexandria at the time and was in the company of the said most 
holy pope. This was the time, as has been said, when, by the 
favour of God, Cyrus had achieved an amazing union with the 
former heretics. With him Sophronius looked into the issues of 
these articles of faith, and opposed and contradicted the article on 
the one activity, demanding that one must in every way teach the 
doctrine of two activities in Christ our God. In particular the most 
holy pope, already mentioned, adduced for him testimonies from 
our holy Fathers where they spoke here and there in some of their 
writings of one activity. Yet Cyrus still superfluously alleged that 
often, when articles of faith like these made their appearance, our 
holy Fathers, for the sake of gaining the salvation of more souls, 
appear to have used God-pleasing accommodations and agree- 
ments without undermining the accuracy of the correct teachings 
of the church. Cyrus asserted that, since in fact at the present time 
too the salvation of so many myriads of people was at stake, it was 
imperative not to contend argumentatively at all on the subject of 
that article of faith because, as was already said, an expression of 
this kind had also been uttered by certain inspired Fathers, and the 
principle of orthodoxy had not been harmed by it at all. 

Sophronius, dear to God, whom we have mentioned, would in 
no way accept such an accommodation. Therefore, because of 


7 See document 3, above. 


* i.e. Article of Faith VII of the Announcement, in document 3, above. 
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dywwTdaTov yua@v avdAdettoupyob mpos yds tapayéyove, Tov TeEpl 
ToUTOU TE Kal Tap’ Hiv dvexivynoe Adyov eviaTdjevos TMV TOLOUTWY 
e€atpeOjvat Keparaiwy peta THY yevomevnv Evwow TiV THs pias 
evepyelas dwviv—oKAnpov ypeis Hynoduela TobTO* Tas yap oKA- 
‘ > . 4 ua 4 a ‘ / > 4 A 
npov ovK 7v;—Kat opddpa Baptratov are d7 éAAov dvadvew Te Kat 
dvatpérew OAnv éxeivynv TH Kadds yeyevnpevnv opovordy Te Kal 
a , ‘ x ta , ‘ A} , ‘ € 3 
evwow Kata te THY AdeEavdpéwv méAw Kal Kata TdGas Tas bT 
avriy emapxlas Tas ev undevi Kaip@ wéxpe TOO viv KaTadeEapevas 
dvopua yobv amAds Tob Yearectou Kal dowdiwou maTpos Hudv Aéov- 
Tos 7) THS aylas Kal peydAns Kal ofkouperiKys ev Xadkydove ouv- 
, > 4 ta td 4 4 a ‘ , ~ a > -~ 
ddov emi prjpns héper, vuvi d€ Aaumpa Kal peydAn TH dwv7y ev tais 
‘ , ‘ > tJ - / ‘ 
Geiats puotaywyiats TadTHY avaknpUTTOVTAS. TOAA@Y Toivuy TeEpt 
TovTov KeKkiwypevwy Adywv Huiv mpos Tov eipyuevoy dowTaToV 
Lwdpoviov téAos mpoetpéepapev adrov xpjoes yuiv mpoKopicar 
dyiwv Kal exkpitwy Tatépwv, exeivwy jrévTot TmpodjAws, ods 
dmavres Kowods didacKdAous opodoyobpuev Kal Ta TOUTWY SoypmaTa 
vopov af dytat Tob Beod éxxAnolar ywwoxova, dvo0 pyTms Kal 
> - , > A > A a / ’, ig % 
avrais Aé€eow evepyeias emi Xpiotod A€yew Tapadidovcas, 6 dé 
TOUTO TOLAOAL TaVvTOlws NTOpHaEV. 
y a > 4 > a“ > / > / ‘ a > ~ 
Hues obv tiv evredbev dpéapevynv e€dmrecbai t.0t TaV evtavba 
dpdioBytyow Katavojaarres Kal elddTEs, ws ex THY ToLoOTWY del 
fidoverki@y al TMV alpécewy dixooTaciat yeyovacw, dvayKaiov 
expivapev macav Oéabat omovdnv mpos TO KataTaboai Te Kal 
exxoyat THY TEpiTTHY TavTHY Aoyomaxlav Kal Tpos LEV TOV GUYVaS 
eipnuevov ayuotatov [542] THs Ade~avdpéwv marpidpynv 
yeypadyKkapev, WoTe abTov THY mpos ToOvs maAaL ywpilouévous 
evwow ovv ed Katopbdcavta nKéte Tob Aoiwob TW cvyywpetv 
- bal , / > , > ‘ a ~ - .4 ~ > ‘ 
plav 7 dbo mpodépew evepyeias emi Xpratodb Tob Oeot yuadv, ddAd 
” € 
paddov, cabarep af dyae Kal ofkouperikal TapadedwxKaat cbvodot, 
éva Kal TOV abTOV VioV Lovoyery TOV KUpLov Hua@v ‘Incobv Xprorov 
‘ > ‘ 7 2: ~ i” ~ rd ~ ‘ A > 4 
Tov dAyAwov Bedv éevepyetv épodoyeiv 7a Te Oeia Kal Ta GvOpwmTwWa, 
kal macav Oeomper7y Kal dvOpwromper? evépyerav e& Evds Kal Tob 
> a , a > , ws > « 
avTov cecapkwpevou Oeot Adyou ddvatpéTws Tpoi€vat Kal eis Eva 
kal Tov abrov dvadépecbar dia TO THY pev THs puds evepyeias 
dwryv, ef Kal Trot TMV dylwy elpyTat TaTépwr, duws Eevilerv Kal 
OopuBeiv tas tiwwv dxods b7oAapBavovtwy en dvatpécer TabTHVv 
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what had transpired he approached us with a letter from our same 
most holy fellow minister, and engaging in discourse with us too on 
the matter, insisted that the expression ‘one activity’ after the union 
took place be excluded from these articles of faith. We thought 
that this was harsh. For how was it not harsh and exceedingly 
onerous,” when it was going to undo and overthrow that entire 
concord and unity which had come about so well in the city of 
Alexandria and in all her provinces, which at no stage up to the 
present had accepted even the very name of our inspired and 
renowned Father Leo or had made mention of the holy, great, 
ecumenical synod in Chalcedon, while now with clear, loud voice 
they are proclaiming it in their divine rites?" So when we had 
engaged in many discussions on this subject with the said most 
holy Sophronius, we finally entreated him to produce for us testi- 
monies from the holy and select Fathers, that 1s, obviously those 
whom we all confess as our common teachers and whose teachings 
the holy churches of God acknowledge as law, testimonies which 
expressly and literally impart as tradition that we should speak of 
two activities in Christ. ‘This he was completely unable to do.*! 
We, therefore, realizing that the dispute that had thereby arisen 
was being kindled by some of those there, and knowing that it is 
always from such arguments that heretical dissensions come 
about, have judgcd it necessary to devote all our effort to stopping 
and cutting off this excessive wrangling over words. We wrotc to 
the oft-mentioned most holy patriarch of Alexandria, so that he 
who with God’s help had effected unity between those who had 
formerly been separated, should in the future no longer permit 
anyone to propose one or two activities in Christ our God, but 
rather, just as the holy, ecumenical synods have handed down, a 
person should profess that one and the same only-begotten Son, 
our Lord Jesus Christ, true God, performs both the divine and the 
human activities, and that every activity, both fitting for God and 
fitting for a human being, proceeds without division from one 
and the same incarnate God the Word, and is to be referred to 
one and the same [person], because the expression ‘onc activity’ 
(even if it was used by some of the holy Fathers) still alicnates and 


® Thave amended Riedinger’s punctuation here. 

This may indicate that in some form the Announcement was used liturgically. 

“This is at variance with Sophronius’ supposed composition of a florilegium of 
600 anti-monocnergist citations from the Fathers. Cf, Winkelmann, Der Streit, 82 -3, nv. 
46, and the discussion of Sophronius’ works in sec. 1.2, above. 
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tmpodépecba trav ev Xpior@ TH Oew Yudv aovyyvTws Kai nab 
€ / ¢ é tA a > ” LY ‘ 
Undotacw jrvwudvwy Sto divcewy (dmep ovK €aTL TroTe pNdE 

f € é cal o ta A 
yévo.to)’ woattws 8€ Kai tiv Tav dvo évepyerwy pHow TroAAods 
? / a a 
oxavdadrilew ofa pndé tur tv Oeomeciwy Te Kal éxxpitwy THs 
> ‘ 2 a \ 
exkAnaias eipnuevny pvotaywyay, adda yap Kat €recbar TavTn 70 
‘ 4 7 4 ? 7 ‘ La Mw ec ~ 
kat dvo mpeaPeveww OeAnpata évaytiws mpos GAAnAa éxovTa, ws Tob 
* ~ , Al , / ? a / a ‘ 
ev Bed Adyou TO owryptov Bédovtos éxmAnpwOjvat maOos, THs 5é 
> ‘ > a = 
Kat aurov avOpwrorntos avtimimrovans TH adrov DeAnpati Kai 
> / , / 
evavtiouperns, Kai evOev dv0 Tovs tavavTia OéAovras eiadyeobat, 
onep SucceBés. aduvarov yap ev évi kal Ta adta@ dmoKemevw 
‘4 a ‘ ‘ ‘ > , e A rd € ‘ 
dvo0 dua Kai Kata tavtov <évaytia> ddeotdvar DeAjpata 7 dé 
owrTnptos Ta Deoddpwr matépwr didacKarla evapyws exrradever 
TO pndéroTe THY voepws ebuxwpevny Tob Kupiou odpKa KEexwpio~ 
peeves Kal €€ oixeias Opens evavTiws TH vevpate TOD HuUwLEvov AUTH 
Kal’ vuTooracw beot Adyou THY guaukny avrns moimaacbat Kiya, 
> - LZ / s ov \og@ 3 A if 4 é > ‘ ta 
GAN 676TE Kai oiay Kai donv avTos 6 Beds Adyos eBovAeToO, Kai, 
caddis eimeiv, dv TpdTOV TO GWpa TO HueTEpov [544] TyEeuwovederat 
Kai Kooueirat Kal TaTTETAL UTO THS voepas Kat AoyiKAS Huddy 
Yuxys, odtrws Kal émi tod Seamotov Xptotov dAov 76 avOpwmwov 
avTov avyKpia Ud THS AUTOU TOU Adyou BedTNTOS det Kal Ev TAaGW 
3? / cA ‘ ‘ ‘a , f > 
dydpevov Beoxivntov Fv cata tov Nuaons [pnydpiov réyovra év 
a ’ > / a ‘ 4 ‘ € ce > 4 4 > a 
trois kat’ Edvopiou ovtws: ‘kalo Geos 6 vids, dmabns mdvtws €oTi 
Kal axnparos: ef dé Te 7abos ev TH evayyeAw Tmepi adrov A€yotTo, 
51a Tov avOpwrivov mdvtws Tob Sexopuevouv 76 7afos TO ToLOvTOV 
evnpynoev. evepyel yap ws adnOws 7 Oedryns dia Tov wept abryny 
GwWpaTos THY TOU TaVvTOS GwTHpiav, ws Elvat THS WEY GapKOs TO 
maos, Tov d€ Oeov rHv évépyerav.’ 

tA tf € ww X > f 3 4 

Tavrtny towvur, <ws eipntat> rHv aplayervnv avanrecbar 
dtAoverxiay e€wpaKkdtes avayKaiov éxpivapev tais TeTpipwevars 
UGAAov TaV dyiwy TaTépwv dwvais Kai cuvodiKws Wpropevats dia 
mavtwr axoAdovOjoa Kal pwyTE TA OTTAVviWws Ud TWWY TaTépwY 
elpyuéva Kal ov mept alta TOY OKoTOV eoynKOTwWY, WATE Cady Kal 
? a A ‘ > ca > 4 , > , 
dvapdirexrov thy mept atrav éxOéo8ar SidacKxadlav eis Kavova 
Kai vouwov TavTws ayew SoypariKov, O7oidv €oTt Kal TO TEpt uds 
evepyeias auTois eipnevov, ute nv Ta pndapws eipnyeva Tois 
ExKpiTols TaTpaow, UTd Tiwy dé viv mpodepopeva, Pyui, dy TAs 
dvo évepyeias ws Sdyua mpodpepew exxAnoiaoriKov. 
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confuses the ears of some, who suppose that it has been proposed 
in order to do away with the two natures which have been united 
without confusion and hypostatically in Christ our God. ‘This is 
not ever the case, nor may it be so. In the same way the expression 
‘two activities’ scandalizes many as well, on the grounds that it was 
not uttered by any of the inspired and select spiritual teachers of 
the church cither. For to follow that expression and to advance two 
wills in mutual conflict, such that, while the God the Word wished 
to bring to fulfilment his saving Passion, his humanity stood in the 
way of his will and opposed it, and thereby two are introduced 
who will opposing things, is impious. For it is impossible for two 
wills to subsist at the same time in one and the same subject. The 
saving instruction of the God-bearing Fathers clearly teaches that 
the intellectually ensouled flesh of the Lord never separately and 
of its own initiative made its own natural movement at variance 
with the approval of God the Word united to it hypostatically, but 
at the time and according to the nature and quantity which the 
God the Word himself wished. To put it clearly, just as our body 
is governed, and ordered, and subject to our intellectual and 
rational soul, so too in the case of Christ the Master his whole 
human constitution always and in every case was led by the God- 
head of his Word and moved by God, according to Gregory of 
Nyssa, who spoke as follows in his writing against Eunomius: 
‘As God the Son, he is completely free of passion and uncon- 
taminated. But if some passion is related of him in the Gospel, 
such passion operated through the human element that received 
it completely. For the Godhead truly enacted the salvation of all 
through the body around it, so that the passion was from the flesh, 
while the activity was from God.’ 

Well, then, as we have said, when we saw this argument begin- 
ning to flare up, we judged it necessary rather to follow in every- 
thing the tried-and-true utterances of the holy Fathers and the 
synodical definitions and not those uttered occasionally by some 
Fathers without the aim of expounding the relevant teaching 
clearly and unambiguously, with a view to bringing it into a canon 
or a rule of teaching, as for example when they spoke too of one 
activity, or follow indeed what was never said by select Fathers but 
is now adduced by some pcople (I mean the two activities) as if to 
adduce a teaching of the church. 


ad 


Against Fanonuus 3, 8; ed. Jaeger U1, 136, 19 24. 
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Kai mépas éd0€e kal éotépx0n, wore Tov eipnpévov dawrTatov 
Xwdpoviov pndéva To Aowrov weEpi pias 7 Svo evepyer@v Adyov 
kweiv, GAN dpxeicbat 7H mpodrereypéevyn dodadrei Te Kal TeTpYLpEVH 
Tov dyiwy tatépwv dpotoula te Kal diWacKkaXrla. totes obv 
dpkeabets 6 cuvyvads elpnévos OowwTatos avip Kat TapapvAdrrew 
abra diaBeBawwodpevos HTHoEv yds Kal dv emtatoAjs THY TeEpi 
TovTwv avT@ Tapacyxeiv d7dKpLow, Mote THY ToLadTHY abTOv, ws 
etrreiv, emuoToAy emiderkvivar Tois ws eikos emEpwTav avTov TeEpl 
Tis eipnuevns CntHoews Bovropeévors, 6 57) Kal dopevws TEeTpaxa- 
pev. 6 prev obv emi ToUTOLS evTEedbev e&€rAEvGeV. 

[546] Apriws d€ 6 wavevaeBis Kai OeoaTHpixTos Hua SeaTwoTHS 
kata THY ~Edeconvav diatpiBwv moAWw mavevoeBi Kepaiav 
€TOLNGATO TpOS Huds TapakeAevoperyny, iva Tas TaTpLKAaS eKeivas 
mapexBad\Awpev xpjoes Tas eudepomevas TH yevopevw, ws 
elpytat, Tapa Tob ev aylows Myvad mpos tov adywtatov BuyiAAov 
doypatixa mepl uds évepyeias Kal évos DeAjpatos Aoyw: Kal 
tavtas TH Oeocddw abrob drooreiAwpev yadnverytt, 6 51) Kal Tpos 
epyov Hyayomer, Heis Oe TIV THY NON KEK LEVY EXOVTES LY LNV 
Kal Tov ex THs ToLadTHS KWH GEwWS apEdpeEvov AdpuBov emoTdpevor 
dvnydyouev TH avtob mavevoeBet yadnvorynte dia petpias Hudv 
dvapopds Kal ypappatwy mpos tov ed«reéotatov BactAcKov 
cakeAAdpiov Tw@V TEepl ToUTOU Tap Hu@Vv yevouéevwry dmacav éEjs 
Tob Kedpadaiov tiv AeTTopeperav, Kal ws oB xpy TA TeEpl Tis 
tovavTys Cyticews epevvdv, GAN eupevew tH TeTpYmpern Kai 
oupdwvws Tapa TavTwY duodroyouperyn TaTtpiKy SiWacKkadX(la TeEpi 
Tob ToLvovTov CyTHpaTOs, Kal dwoAoyeiv TOV Lovoyery viov TOD Deot 
Tov ovTa Kata GAnGevav Beov dua Kal dvOpwrov, Tov abrov évepyetv 
ta Oeia kal ta GvOpwmwa Kal e€ Evds Kal Tob abrob cecapKwpéevov 
Oeod Adyou, kala POacavres Ehqper, Tacav mpoi€var dueploTtws Kal 
ddvaiperws Oelav te Kal dvOpwrivyny évépyevav. TobTO yap Huds 6 
Oeodopos éxdiddoKer Aéwv diappydny eimev: ‘évepyel yap éxatépa 
popd7) peta THs Oarépov Kowwvias dmep idtov esxnKev.’ ed’ obs 
avtiypadov mavevoehy KéAcvow Tob Tmavynpéepov abrob edeedpcla 
Kpdtous Ta mpémovta TH Oeodnyyitw atrod mepiéxovcav 
yadnvornte. 
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Finally it was decided and established that the most holy 
Sophronius, of whom we have spoken, should not in future start 
any discussion about one or two activities, but should be content 
with the safe and tried-and-true correct teaching of the holy 
Fathers, mentioned above. ‘The oft-mentioned most holy man, 
then, was content with these conditions, and, when he had con- 
firmed that he would abide by them, asked us to provide him with 
an answer on these matters in writing as well, so that, so to speak, 
he could show such a letter to those who perhaps would wish to 
question him about the enquiry of which we have spoken. This we 
did, and gladly.’ Then after that he left here by ship. 

Recently, when our all-pious and God-strengthened master was 
staying in the city of Edessa, he sent an all-pious message to us, 
enjoining us to make excerpts from those testimonies of the 
Fathers contained, as he said, in the dogmatic work sent by Menas 
[now] among the saints to the most holy Vigilius on the question 
of one activity and one will, and to send them to His godly-wise 
Serenity. This task, indeed, we accomplished.’ But because we 
remembered what had happened previously and knew the com- 
motion that had started as a result of such actions, we conveyed to 
His all-pious Serenity by means of a modest report and letter to 
the most illustrious imperial finance minister (sakellarios) all the 
finer points consecutively of what we had done regarding this 
chapter.” [We said that] it was not necessary to examine the 
facts by an enquiry like that, but to remain in the tried-and-true 
teaching of the Fathers, which was confessed and agreed to by all 
on this question, and to confess that the only-begotten Son of 
God, who in truth is God and at the same time a human being, 
performs divine and human activities. And from one and the same 
God the Word incarnate, as we have said previously, every activity, 
both divine and human, proceeds without partition and without 
division. For this the God-bearing Leo teaches us explicitly: ‘Each 
form effects with the cooperation of the other what it possesses as 
its own.”° On these points we received an all-pious rescript from 
His most clement Authority, containing sentiments befitting His 
God-guided Serenity. 


" This lost letter is registered in Winkelmann, Der Streit, 75, nr. 38. 
"On this kelewsis issued by the emperor Heraclius see ibid. 74, nr. 37. 
On this letter see ibid. 75 6, nr. 39. 

'5 Tome to Flavian 11, 4 ACOTL, 1, 1, 14, 27 8; trans. ‘Tanner, i. *79. 
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Tovtwy ody dmavrwy dvwlev odtw TapnKodovbnKdTwv ebrAoyov 
Gua Kai dvayxaiov éxpivayev TwY KaTa LEepos pEeuynwoveupevwwy 
THY ElOnow TH DueTEepa adeAdiKH Kal duopdyw wakapLoTyTe Tapa-~ 
oxetv 61a Tav €otaAucvwv Tap’ Hud looTiTwV, Kal mpoTpEéTOpMEV 
TOUS Tavtepous Uuds TOUTOLS aTaaL evTvyXELV Kal TH TpocOvaT vpiv 
Oeapéorw Kai mAnpeotaryn aydmy Kal viv éropévous, Et Ti TEP Lows 
€AXeitov evpytat, ToUTO TH Sedwpnuevy vpiv ex Geovd yapiTe ava- 
mAnpwoat Kal &:’ dciwy tudy avaAdkaBav odv TH duetépa edKTala 
pwoet Ta TEpt TOUTWY div SoKobvTa onpavat. 


7. EmaroAy Ovwpiov mara Pans mpos tov adtov Lépyrov 


Ta ypagevra mapa THs byuerépas adeApdryros edeEdpeBa, bv dv 
pidoverkias Twas Kal véas Puvav CnTHaes éyvwpev eloevexOeioas 
mapa Lwdpoviov twos Thikaira pév povayov, vuvt dé, ws 
dxovoper, emoxdtov kabeotwTos THs lepocoAuita@y moAEws KaTa 
Képov rot nuerépou adeAgod ris AdeLavdpéwv méAEews mpoddpou 
piay evépyerav rob Kupiov nudv ’Inood Xprorod trois émorpépacw 
€k TaV aipécewy KnpvéavTos. doTis Lwdpdvios Tapayevopevos 
mpos THY vuetepay adeAddtyTa Kal THY ToLa’THY dmoTOdLEVos 
peur modutpoTws Tadevbels HryoE TEpi Mv Tap’ bud KaTHXHnOy 
éyypadws atT@ cadyvicbjnva. 

RQvrwwv ypapyatwv mpos tov abrov Lwdpovov Teudbevtwy 
map vuav deEduevor ta toa Kai évrvydvTes émaivotmev Tv 
vuetépav adeApornta peta moAARs mpovoias Te Kai emioxepews 
ypatbacayv, mepiatpovoay TO Kady THs dvopacias duvapevor Tois 
amAovorépois axdvdadov eiadyew. Huds yap Séov éorr Badilew 
woTep €AdBouev, Kal yap mponyoupévou Tod Oeot tapayevopeba 
Tpos TO WETPOY THS TiaTEws, HvTiwa of dmdaToAa THs aAnbeias [rw 
gwrti] <td cxowiw> tadv Oeiwy ypadwy é&€rewav, duodoyodvtes 


‘ uA 3 ~ ‘ , - 3 ro > A 
Tov Kuptov Inoovv Xprarov weoitny Geov Kai avOpwrwy, évepyoivrTa 
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Since, then, all these events ensued in this way from the 
beginning, we judged it fair and at the same time necessary to 
communicate to Your brotherly and unanimous Beatitude the 
knowledge of what I have partly recorded by means of the copies 
which we have sent. We exhort Your All-sacredness to read all of 
this, and as we now too follow the God-pleasing and most full love 
which is in You, [we beg You] that, if there is anything which is 
perhaps found wanting, to complement this by the grace which 
has been given to You by God and by Your holy words with Your 
hoped-for support, and to indicate the matters which You judge 
right. 


Document 7 


Honorius, First Letter to Sergius 
(CPG 9375 Suppl.)*”” 


We have received the letter from Your Brotherhood from which 
we ascertained that certain arguments and new inventions of 
vocabulary have been introduced by a certain Sophronius (who 
was at that time a monk, but now, as we hear, has been appointed 
bishop of the city of Jerusalem) against Cyrus, our brother and 
the leader of the church of Alexandria, who proclaimed to those 
who had returned from heresy one activity of our Lord Jesus 
Christ. This Sophronius came to Your Brotherhood, renounced 
this criticism, and after being taught in manifold ways, requested 
that the matters about which he had been instructed by You be 
clearly articulated to him in writing. 

We have received a copy of the letter sent by You to this same 
Sophronius,” and having read it we praise Your Brotherhood for 
having written with great prudence and scrutiny, excluding the 
new expression, which could introduce scandal to simpler people. 
For it is necessary that we walk as we have learned (1 Thess. 4: 1), and 
with God as our leader arrive at the full measure of belief (Rom. 
12: 3) which the apostles of truth extended with the rope of the 
truth of the divine scriptures. They confessed that the Lord Jesus 
Christ, the mediator between God and human beings (1 Vim. 2: 5), effected 


* Text in ACO ser. sec. II, 2, 548-558, 8 (Greek); 549, 4-559, 5 (Latin). Kreuzer, Die 
Fonoriusfrage, 32-47, gives a German translation of this document, based on his own 
edition of the Greek. 

* On this letter see Winkelmann, Der Streit, 75, nr. 38, and cf. document 6, above. 


196 A MONOENERGIST DOSSIER 


Ta Beia peatrevotons THs dvOpwrdtyTos THs EvwHeions adta@ TH 
Be@ Aoyw Kal’ brdotacw Kai Tov adrov évepyotvrTa Ta avOpwriva 
adpaotws Kai [povoyerds] <povadicws> mpoodAndbeions tHs 
Gapkos dédiaupérws, atpémtws, aovyxy¥tTws Tedei<a>s THs 
BedrnTos, Kal 6 exAduibas ev capki Tois Oavpaor Tereia OedrHTL, 
aurds €oTw 6 Kai THS GapKos Tas biabdcers Tois dvEditapois TOU 
mafous évepynoas, TéAevos Beds Kai avOpwros, els _peaitns Deov 
Kai avOpwrwy ev Exatépats Tais duaeat, Adyos oa EVOMEVOS Kai 
éevwKnoev ev nuiv avtos vios avOpwrou xataBas e€ ovpavov, els 
Kat 6 avros, [550] kabws yéyparrat, oravpwOeis 6 KUpios THs SoéNs, 
érréTav Wuordsynrat THY HedtyTA pndapws Sivacbai Tia VTropeivat 
> c ¢ 4 > > t | a 3 | > ~ e ¥. f 
avOpwriva 7a8n, Kat od« €& ovpavod, dAd’ éx 77s aylas BeordKou 
‘ e a > © a \ ¢€ > ta 2 -~ > 7 
mpoceAnpen 7 aapé, dv é€autys yap 7 aAnbea ev trois evayyeAlous 
oUtws elev: ovdets avaBeBnxev eis TOV OUpavor, Ef py O eK TOU 
> a A € er a ? 4 € ” > a > ~ .Y 
ovpavod KataBas 6 vids tot dvOpwrov 6 wy ev Tw ovpava@: dynAady 
, e - Lia ~ id ¢€ #: € A A > A 
madevouaa Huds, OTe TH GedtyTe HvwOn 7 1abnTH caps appactws 
Kat [wovoyevas] <povadixws>, ws diaxexpipévws Kal dovyytTws 
ud ‘ > , la ¢€ a i > ra 
oUTws Kat adiaipérws 56&n Evovcbat, Omws avapdiAdkTws Gav- 
pact® Adyw vonbein pevovawy tav diaddpwv ExaTépwv Picewy 
évotobat. @Twi 6 atd6a0TOAs Guvadwyv mpds KopivGious etme: codiav 


~ cf ~ a 4 A ? a dA td ? ‘ a 
Aadotuev €v tois reActors, codiav € ov Tov aiwvos ToUTOU, OvdSE THY 


ta a da , ” / > A a 
aGpxovTwv Tov aiwvos TovTov TwY KaTapyoupevwy aAAG Aadodpev 
- > A 
Geod codiay ev pvoTypiw droKexpumpervny, Nv Tpowp.cev 6 Beds eis 

a ~ a ta ~ “ 
ddfav Nua mpd THY Aiwvwyv, NV OVOELS THY APYOVTWY TOU atwvo 
Zc w ts ‘ Ww > n A Cd ~ la 
TovTov eyyw<Kev>" ef yap eyvwoay, ovK av Tov Kipiov THs ddéns 

> a, ¢ ‘ * € f > ‘ a >? a 

egtavpwoay. ordtav SnAady 7 Odrys od5€ atavpovobar HduvaTo 
2 ~ a 

ovde malay avOpwrivwr reipay AapBavew, <dAAa da THY adpac- 

, a 3 4 A ts td \ a 

Tov ouvadear THS avOpwrivys Kai Oeias Pvaews>, dia TOUTO KaT’ 

duddtepa kai Beds A€yerar mabeiy cai % avOpwrdrns ex tov 
> ~ 4 * «- é oe ‘ a é 

ovpavod _KkateAnAvbévar peta tHS DedtyTos. GOev Kal év OéAnpa 

dporoyotpev Tod Kupiou Incot Xprorod, émeidy mpodjAws ex THs 


HONORIUS, FIRST LETTER TO SERGIUS 197 


divine acts with the assistance of the humanity hypostatically 
united to the same God the Word; and |that] the same one 
effected human acts in an ineffable and unique manner once the 
incarnation had taken place, without division, without change, 
without confusion,” perfect in the Godhead. ‘The one who in the 
flesh was radiant through the miracles [effected through] his 
perfect Godhead is the same one who effected the dispositions of 
the flesh in the reproaches of the Passion. Perfect God and human 
being, he is the one mediator between God and human beings (1 ‘Vim. 2: 5) 
in both natures. The Word who became flesh and dwelt among us 
(John 1: 14), the same Son of Man who came down from heaven 
(cf: John 3: 13). One and the same, as is written, is the crucified 
Lord of glory (1 Cor. 2: 8), while it is confessed that the Godhead is 
in no way capable of undergoing any human passions. ‘The flesh 
was assumed not from heaven but from the holy Theotokos. For 
the truth in the Gospels spoke on its own behalf as follows: Vo one 
has ascended into heaven except the one who descended from heaven, the Son of 
Man, who ts in heaven (John 3: 13), obviously teaching us that the 
passible flesh was united to the Godhead in an ineffable and 
unique manner, with the result that it is united to glory with dif- 
ferentiation and without confusion or division in such a way that it 
is unambiguously understood to be united in a wondrous manner 
while the different natures remain. In agreeing with this the apos- 
tle said to the Corinthians: Among the mature we speak wisdom, but it is 
a wisdom that is not of this age, nor of the rulers of this age, who are rendered 
useless. But we speak the wisdom of God hidden in mystery, which God 
decreed before the ages for our glorification. None of the rulers of this age 
understood this, for, uf they had, they would not have crucified the Lord of glory 
(1 Cor. 2: 6-8). Of course, the Godhead could neither be crucified 
nor have the experience of human suffering, but, through the 
ineffable conjunction” of the human and divine nature, one can 
consequently make both statements: that God is said to suffer, and 
that the humanity came down from heaven ( John 6: 41) with the God- 
head. It follows too that we confess one will of the Lord Jesus 
Christ, since manifestly our nature was assumed by the Godhead, 


® ‘The terminology of the Chalcedonian definition of faith is used here, 
50 Y , . . . eae . 
Greek ouvagera, a word more usually associated with the Nestorian position, is 
an editorial supplement from the Latin translation. 
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there being no sin in it (cf. Heb. 4: 15)—the nature, of course, 
created before sin, not the one that was corrupted after the 
transgression [sc. of Adam]. For Christ the Lord, who came w the 
likeness of sinful flesh (Heb. 4: 15), removed sin fiom the world (John 1: 29), 
and from his fullness all of us have recewed ( John 1: 16). Taking the form of 
a servant, he was found in the likeness of a human being (Phil. 2: 7).”! 

For since he was conceived without sin from the Holy Spirit, on 
this account he was also born without sin (Heb. 4: 15) from the holy, 
undefiled Virgin and Theotokos, and did not partake at all in the 
experience of our nature that sinned. We know that the word 
‘flesh’ is used by the divine sayings in two ways, in a good and bad 
sense, as it is written: My spurt will not abide forever among these human 
beings, because they ave flesh (Gen. 6: 3). And the apostle [said]: Flesh 
and blood will not inherit the kingdom of God (1 Cor. 15: 50). And again: 
In my mind I serve the law of God, but in my flesh, the law of sin. I see in my 
limbs another law at war with the law of my mind and making me captive to 
the law of sin which is in my limbs (Rom. 7: 25, 23). Many passages of this 
kind are usually construed and cited without qualification in a bad 
sense. In a good sense Isaiah the prophet spoke as follows: All flesh 
will come to Jerusalem and will worship before me (Isa. 66: 23). And in Job: 
In my flesh I shall see God (Job 19: 26). And elsewhere: All flesh will see 
the salvation of God (Luke 3: 6). And [there are] various other passages. 

As we have said, it was not then the sinful nature which is at war 
with the law of the mind (Rom. 7: 23) that was assumed by the 
Saviour. Rather he came to seek and save the lost (Luke 1g: 10), that is, 
the sinful nature of the human race. Another law, or a different or 
contrary will, was not wm the limbs (Rom. 7: 23) of the Saviour, 
since he was born above the law of the human [condition]. For 
although it is written: J did not come to do my will, but that of the 
Father who sent me (John 6: 38), and Not as I will, but as_you will, Father 
(Matt. 26: 39), and there are other passages of this kind, these 
are not expressions of a different will, but of the economy of 
the humanity which he assumed. These words are said on our 
account, to whom is given an example so that we may follow in his 
Jootsteps (1 Pet. 2: 21). The teacher of pious belief teaches the dis- 
ciples so that each of us may prefer not our own will, but rather 
the will of the Lord in all things. 

As we travel on the royal highway (Num. 20: 17), then, avoiding to 
the right and left the hunters’ traps that lie spread, let us not dash 

* Here the translation diverges from what is suggested by the punctuation in 
Riedinger’s text. 
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our foot against a stone (Ps. g1: 12), leaving the Idumeans,” that is the 
earthly ones and the heretics, to their own business. May our 
thoughts not come into contact in any way with the footstep of 
earth, that is, with their foul teaching, so that we shall be able to 
reach the landmarks of the fathers (Prov. 22: 28) as we walk in the 
footsteps of our guides. 

Although they [sc. some leaders] stammered over some words, 
so to say, they tried to bring forward [ideas] and explain them, 
modelling themselves in the fashion of nurturers, so that they 
might be able to teach the minds of their listeners. It is not 
necessary to change into church teachings those utterances which 
not even synods ordained nor genuine canons saw fit to clarify, 
such that one could dare to proclaim one or two activities in 
the Lord Jesus Christ, which not even the Gospels or apostolic 
writings or the decisions of synods which were held on the matter 
appear to have defined. Although perhaps, as we said before, by 
stammering over some words certain people taught something, by 
way of accommodation to form the minds and thoughts of those 
who were still beginners, these utterances which one individual, 
filled with his own reasoning, put forward as a personal opinion 
ought not to be adduced as church teachings. 

That our Lord Jesus Christ, the Son and Word of God through 
whom all things came into being (John 1: 3), is one and the same in 
effecting divine and human actions, the divine scriptures demon- 
strate perfectly and clearly. But whether on account of the works 
of the Godhead and the humanity it was necessary for the intro- 
duction of one or two activities to be spoken of or thought—this 
need not have been referred to us. Rather we leave these matters 
to the grammarians or the wordsmiths, whose custom it is to sell 
their invented expressions to boys for making spin-offs.”’ We have 
not received from the holy scriptures that the Lord Jesus Christ 
and his Holy Spirit [are] one or two activities, but we have learned 
that he acted in manifold ways. For it is written: Anyone who does not 
have the Spint of Christ does not belong to him (Rom. 8: g), and again: No 
one can call Fesus Lord except by the Holy Spint. There are varieties of 
gifts, but the same Spirit; and there are varieties of service, but the same Lord; 


“The Idumeans, or Edomites, inhabitants of southern Judaea who were not 
regarded as fully Jewish, refused Moses and the Israclites passage through their 
country and were consequently rejected by Israel (Num. 20: 14- 21). Pam indebted to 
Jeff New for pointing out this connection to me. 

This is an allusion to rhetorical exercises in the schools of grammarians. 
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and there are varieties of activities, bul the same God, who effects everything in 
everyone (1 Cor, 12: 3-6). If the varieties of activities are many, and 
God effects all of them in all the limbs of the full body, how 
much more can this be applied more fully to Christ the Lord, our 
head, so that both head and body are one perfect thing, in order 
obviously to mect, as is written, in a perfect man, to the measure of the 
stature of the fulness of Christ (Eph. 4: 13). For if in others, that is, a 
his own limbs (Rom. 7: 5), the Spirit of Christ, in whom they dive and 
move and have their being (Acts 17: 28), acts in manifold ways, how 
much more must we confess that, through the mediator between God 
and human beings (1 Tim. 2: 5) himself, he effects things most fully 
and most perfectly and in manifold ways and ineffably through 
the cooperation of each of his™ natures? 

We must think and hope in accordance with the decrees of the 
divine sayings, and of course reject those which are recognized by 
their novelty of expression as causing scandal to the holy churches 
of God, lest infants (cf. Heb. 5: 13), when they stumble against 
the expression ‘two natures’, may consider that we uphold the 
madness of Nestorius; or, if indeed on the other hand, we decide 
that one activity should be confessed in the Lord Jesus Christ, we 
be considered by stupid ears to be confessing the senseless folly of 
the followers of Eutyches; being on our guard lest, when the vain 
and empty weapons of these heresies have been burnt up, their 
ashes renew the rekindled torches of incendiary questions; con- 
{essing in simplicity and truth that our Lord Jesus Christ, one and 
the same, acts in his divine and human nature. It is better if we 
take [this position], so that the vain people who weigh up the 
natures, the lazy, busybody philosophers, inflated and swollen, 
may rattle at us with their frog cries, than that the Chnistian 
peoples who are simpler and poor in spint (Matt. 5: 7) possibly 
remain hungry. No one will deceive the disciples of the fishermen 
with philosophy and empty deceit (Col. 2: 8), the disciples who follow 
their teaching. For every supposition that is rocky and turbulent 
with cunning argumentation has been crushed in their nets. 

Your Brotherhood will proclaim this with us, just as we too 
unanimously proclaim it with You, urging You to avoid the intro- 
duced expression of the new vocabulary ‘one or two activities’, 
and to proclaim with us in orthodox faith and catholic unity the 
one Lord Jesus Christ, Son of the living God, true God (1 John 5: 20), 


4 Tread abrod here instead of Riedinger’s adrav. 


204 A MONOENERGIST DOSSIER 


? - ‘ a / ‘ -~ > ‘ > / 
évepyobvTa Ta THs BedryTos Kai THS avOpwrdrntros, 6pPoddéw 
miarer Kal evdTynTt KaDOALKH KNpvENTE. 


H troypagy 
‘0 Beds ce Eppwpevov pudaéa, &yarnre kal dyiwtate adeAde. 


8. Epistula secunda Honorii papae ad 
Sergium Constantinopolitanum 


T@ ayarnta ddeApa@ Lepyiw ‘Ovurpios. 


« > é x id ‘ ~ 3 a € - ‘a la 
hs 7 apxy Ta ypadevra rapa tov ayarnrot nuwy téxvou Snpikou 
Tob dtaxovou. Exe dé 7 abty emotoAn era Tiva oUTWS 


[622] ... od pny GAAG Kal mpds Kipov rov adeApov yuady, Tov THs 
Ade~avdpéwr 7oAews mpdedpov, eis TO GvatpamHAvat THY emwWVUpLLaY 
THs véas ebevpecews TIS pds 7) THY Ovo evepyerw@y, ws LT) OeiAecy 
T@ Aapmpe Kypvypart tav Tob Beod éexxAnowwy thy ayAv Tov 
cuveckiacpevwy didoverkiw@yv trepryeOjvar you meptppaivecbar, 
GAN’ éxBAnOjvat SnAady THY mpoonyopiav THs vewari eicaybeions 
juds 7) SumAns evepyeias amo TOU KHpUypaTos THS TioTEWS. Of yap 
ravta Aéyovtes, Ti Erepov Utrovoovow 7 Kal’ duotdTnTa THS TpoC- 
nyopias THs wLds 4 TMv Ovo Picewv Xpiotov rob eo’ nuwy ovTws 
Kal tay 7 Ovo evepyetas, mept ob Aaumpws 7 Geta ypad7 Siayopeve 
pds b€ evepyeias 7 Svo elvar } yeyovévar Tov peoityny Beod Kal 
avOpwrwy tov Kipiov “Incotv Xpiotov voeiv 7 mpodepew mavu 
paratov. 


‘Eyes b€ Kal pds 70 TEAOs 7) aT? emeaToAT ovTws- 
Kat ratra pev 7H vperépa aywrarn ddeAdory7 ovveidoper dia 


a Ld 
TOY TapovTwy ypaypatwv KatddynAa toijcacba: mpos KaTapT- 
, ~ oy 
Lopov Te Kal yymow Tav audiBaddAdvTwr. TO d€ AoUTov Gaov mpds TO 


HONORIUS, SECOND LETTER TO SERGIUS 205 


who in two natures effects the works of the Godhead and of the 
humanity. 


The Signature 
May God preserve You in good health, dear and most holy 
Brother. 


Document 8 


Honorius, Second Letter to Sergius 
(CPG 9377 Suppl.) 


To our beloved brother Sergius, Honorius [sends greetings]. 


This is the beginning [of the letter]: The letter was composed by 
our beloved child, the deacon Sericus. After some text, the same 
letter reads as follows: 


[A letter was sent], moreover, to Cyrus our brother, the leader of 
the city of Alexandria, so that he would reject the wording of the 
new invention of one or two activities, since the mist of shadowy 
arguments ought not to be spread around or poured around the 
luminous proclamation of the churches of God. On the contrary, 
the mention of the newly introduced term ‘one or double activity’ 
should of course be excluded from the proclamation of the faith. 
For what else do those who speak of these things suppose but that, 
according to the similarity of the term ‘the one or the two natures’ 
of Christ our God, so too are there ‘one or two activities’, con- 
cerning which divine scripture declares luminously? To think or 
allege that the mediator between God and human beings (1 Tim. 2: 5), 
Jesus Christ the Lord, is or was of one or two activities is com- 
pletely vain. 


‘Towards the end the same letter reads as follows: 


We have resolved through the present letter to make these matters 
plain to Your all-holy Brotherhood, in order to remedy and 
understand the matters under dispute. For the rest, as far as it 


. fragmentary text in ACO ser. sec. I, 2, 620, 23; 622, I-10; 622, 12-624, 20 
(Greek); 621, 20-21; 623, 1-9; 623, 11-625, 19 (Latin). Kreuzer, Die Honortusfrage, 48-53, 
gives a German translation of these fragments, based on his own edition of the Latin. 
Cf. Winkelmann, Der Streit, 83, nr. 47. 
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affects the teaching of the church and what we ought to hold, or 
indeed to proclaim on account of the simplicity of human beings, 
and in order to destroy the vexatious spreading of the questions, 
as we said above, we are not obliged to define either one or two 
activities in the mediator between God and human beings (1 Tim. 2: 5), but 
to confess that both natures are united in the one Christ in the 
natural union, each active and effective with the cooperation” of 
the other. We teach that the divine [nature] effects what belongs to 
God, while the human [nature] accomplishes what belongs to the 
flesh, without division and without confusion or changing the 
nature of God*’ into a human being, or changing the human 
nature into Godhead, but we confess the uncontaminated dif- 
ferences of the natures. For one and the samc is he who is lowly and 
lofty, equal to the Father (cf. John 10: 30) and less than the Father 
(cf. John 14: 28). The same one who was born before the ages 
came to be in time; the one through whom the ages came into 
being, himself came to be in the age. And the one who gave the 
law came to be under the law so that he might redeem those who were under 
the law (Gal. 4: 4-5). The same one was crucified, the same one, 
cancelling the bond which was against us, triumphed on the cross over the 
powers and authorities ( Col. 2: 14--15). 

Excluding, therefore, as we have said, the stumbling-block of 
the new invention, we must not define or proclaim one or two 
activities, but instead of one activity which some speak of, we must 
confess that the one Christ the Lord truly acts in both natures. 
And instead of two activities, once the expression ‘the double 
activity” is excluded, they will proclaim with us rather these two 
natures, that is, of the Godhead and of the assumed flesh in the 
onc person of the only-begotten Son of the Father, without con- 
fusion, without separation, without change, cach effecting what is 
its own.” 

We have resolved to make these matters clear to Your most 
blessed Brotherhood, so that by the publication of the one confes- 
sion we may show ourselves to be of the same mind as Your 
Holiness, that is, by writing with one voice in the one Spirit, in the 
identical teaching of the faith.” 


*® This is again the wording of Lco’s Tome. 

7 This is the terminology of Chalcedon. 

® A combination of Chalcedonian and Leonine terminology. 
Again I have departed from Riedinger’s punctuation here. 
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We wrote also to our common brothers, the bishops Cyrus and 
Sophronius, that they should not appear to side with or adhere to 
the recent term, that is, the expression of one or a double activity, 
but, once the expression of the new term has been excluded—of 
whatever kind—they should proclaim with us one Christ and 
Lord, who effects divine and human acts in both natures. We 
have, however, especially instructed those whom our previously 
mentioned brother and fellow-bishop Sophronius sent to us, lest 
he continue to proclaim the expression ‘two activities’ in the 
future, which they firmly promised the said man would do,” if 
Cyrus, our brother and fellow bishop, distanced himself from the 
expression ‘one activity’. 


Document 9 


Ekthesis of the emperor Heraclius 


(CPG 7607 Suppl.) 


We believe in Father and Son and Holy Spirit, consubstantial 
Trinity, one Godhead or nature and essence and power and 
authority, in three hypostases or persons, which disclose the par- 
ticularity of each hypostasis, unity in trinity and trinity in unity, 
according to the principle of the essence or Godhead, a trinity 
according to the hypostases or persons. For neither in thinking 
of the oneness according to the essence do we abandon the dif- 
ferences of the persons, nor in believing in a trinity of persons do 
we deny the one Godhead. The Father is one God, the Son is one God, 
the Holy Spirit ts one God, the three are one God in the same (1 Cor. 
8: 6) and unalterable [manner] of the Godhead, for the difference 
in the persons does not introduce a division of Godhead or 
essence. Hence we uphold one Godhead, while guarding the par- 
ticularities without confusion. Neither do we coalesce the three 
into one person with three names, like Sabellius, nor do we divide 
the one Godhead into three essences, or alienate the Son or the 
Holy Spirit from the Father’s essence, as in Arius’ madness. ‘For 
the Godhead is one in three,’ as Gregory, the great theologian, 
says, ‘and the three are one, those in which is the Godhead, or—to 
speak more truly—which are the Godhead.” 

” i.e. they promised that Sophronius would not continue to proclaim the expres- 
sion ‘two activities’. 

s Text in ACO ser. sec. I, 156, 20-162, 12. 

© Gregory Nazianzen, Or. 39, 11; SC 358, 172, 19-21. 
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We confess that one of the holy Trinity,” the only-begotten Son 
of God, God the Word, who was begotten from the Father before 
all the ages, light from light, the splendour of glory, the stamp of the 
Father’s hypostasis (Heb. 1: 3), through whom all things came into being 
(John 1: 3); who in the last days (Heb. 1: 2) for us and for our salvation 
descended from heaven, deigned to sojourn in the undefiled 
womb of the all-holy Theotokos and ever-virgin Mary, and from 
her united hypostatically to himself flesh which possessed both a 
rational and intellectual soul;** was born from her, the same being 
the always perfect God and a perfect human being, without 
confusion and division, consubstantial with God the Father 
according to the Godhead, and the same one consubstantial with 
us according to the humanity, indeed in every respect like us except 
Jor sin (Heb. 4: 15). 

Consequently we confess as well two births of the same only- 
begotten God the Word, the one before the ages from the Father 
without time and without body, his other birth im the last days 
(Heb. 1: 2) from the holy, undefiled Theotokos and ever-virgin 
Mary with the intellectually ensouled flesh. Because of this we 
proclaim the holy and all-praiseworthy cver-virgin Mary to be 
properly speaking and in truth the Theotokos,” not because God 
the Word took the beginning of his existence from her, but z the 
last days (Heb. 1: 2) became incarnate from her without change and 
became human, and voluntarily accepted the suffering of the flesh 
on our account. 

We glorify Christ as a composition, following the teaching of 
the holy Fathers. For with regard to the mystery concerning 
Christ, the union according to composition dispels both confusion 
and division, and guards the particularity of each nature, while 
demonstrating the one hypostasis and the one person of God the 
Word also with his intellectually ensouled flesh. We do not intro- 
duce a quaternity instead of the holy ‘Trinity—heaven forbid!— 
for nor did the holy Trinity admit the addition of a fourth person, 
even when God the Word, one of the Trinity, became flesh. Nor 


® “This paragraph combines the second article of the Nicene Creed with the key 
section of the Chalcedonian definition (from which the citation of Heb. 4: 15 is taken). 

* Several times in this document the intellectually or rationally endowed flesh of 
the Word is referred to. On the anti-Apollinarian background to these Cyrillian terms 
see McGuckin, Saint Cynl of Alexandria, 175 93. 

"° On this anti-Nestorian expression elsewhere see ¢.g, Justinian, On the Right Faith, 
76, 8; trans. Wesche, 167. Cf! sec. 2.3.3 with n. 42, above. 
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was it the case that the one who worked miracles as God was one, 
and the one who underwent suffering was another besides him, 
but we confess one and the same Son, at the same time God and 
human being, one hypostasis, one person, passible in the flesh, 
impassible in the Godhead, and perfect [in divinity and the same 
perfect]” in humanity, and both the miracles and the sufferings 
that he voluntarily underwent in his flesh. 

Accordingly we confess one Christ from two natures, one Son, 
one Lord, one person, one composite hypostasis, and one nature 
of God the Word, incarnate in the flesh, intellectually ensouled, as 
the inspired Cyril both thought and taught. And, glorifying the 
same one as existent in two natures, we confess that our one Lord 
Jesus Christ is disclosed as true God in Godhead and humanity, 
signifying by this purely the difference in the natures from which 
the ineffable union took place without confusion. For neither did 
the Godhead pass over into the flesh, nor did the flesh change into 
the Godhead, but each remained in its particularity according to 
its nature, even after the hypostatic union. 

Accordingly we know one Son, our Lord Jesus Christ, from a 
father without beginning and a mother undefiled, the same one 
both before the ages and ww the last [days] (Heb. 1: 2), impassible and 
passible, seen and unseen; and we proclaim both the miracles 
and the sufferings of one and the same; and we attribute to one 
and the same God the Word incarnate an entire divine and human 
activity; and we offer him the one worship, in that voluntarily and 
truly he was crucified for us in the flesh and rose from the dead 
and ascended into heaven; and he sits at the right hand of the 
Father, and will come again to judge the living and the dead.”’ In 
no way do we agree that anyone at all™ should speak of or teach 
one or two activities regarding the divine incarnation of the Lord, 
but rather, just as the holy and ecumenical synods handed on, he 
should confess that one and the same only-begotten Son, our Lord 
Jesus Christ, true God, performed activities both divine and 
human, and that every activity fitting for God and fitting for a 
human being proceeded without division and without confusion 
from the same God the Word incarnate, and is referred to one and 
the same. The expression ‘the one activity’, even if it was uttered 


® Supplied from the Latin translation. 
*? ‘This is the language of the Council of Constantinople (381). See Tanner, i. 24. 
™ ‘This translates the Greek av ravrwy. 
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by some of the Fathers, nevertheless alienates and confuses some 
who hear it, who suppose that it will lead to the destruction of the 
two natures which were hypostatically united in Christ our God. 
In a similar way the expression ‘the two activities’ scandalizes 
many, on the grounds that it was uttered by none of the holy and 
select spiritual leaders of the church, and certainly to follow it is to 
uphold also two wills at variance with one another, such that while 
God the Word wished to fulfil the salvific suffering, his humanity 
resisted and opposed him with its own will, and as a result two 
persons with conflicting wills are introduced, which is impious and 
foreign to Christian teaching. For if even the abominable Nesto- 
rius in dividing the divine incarnation of the Lord and intro- 
ducing two sons did not dare to speak of two wills, but on the 
contrary glorified an identity of wills in the two persons he had 
fabricated,” how is it possible that those who confess the correct 
faith and glorify one Son, our Lord Jesus Christ, true God, also 
accept these two contrary wills in him? Hence, following the holy 
Fathers closely in all things and in this too, we confess one will of 
our Lord Jesus Christ, true God, such that at no time did his 
rationally ensouled flesh separately and on its own initiative per- 
form its natural movement in a manner contrary to the command 
of God the Word, hypostatically united to it, but God the Word 
himself decided at the time and according to the nature and the 
extent [of the movement]. 

These pious teachings the ones who from the beginning were eyewit- 
nesses and ministers of the word handed on to us (Luke 1: 2—3). As well as 
those who were their disciples and successors, the inspired 
teachers of the church in succession, the five holy and ecumenical 
synods of the blessed and God-bearing Fathers, said the same, 
that is, those at Nicaea, and those in this impcrial city, and those at 
Ephesus and those at Chalcedon, and those who assembled again 
in Constantinople at the fifth synod. Following these synods in 
every respect and embracing their divine teachings, we accept all 
those whom they accepted, and we reject and anathematize 
those whom they rejected, in particular Navatus, Sabellius, Arius, 
Eunomius, Macedonius, Apollinaris, Origen, both Evagrius 
and Didymus, Theodore of Mopsuestia, Nestorius, Eutyches, 
Dioscorus and Severus, the impious writings of Theodorct against 


" See Hovorun, Will, Action and Freedom, 141 for the fragments of Nestorius that 
: : 5s £) 
assert one will and acuivity in Christ. 
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the correct faith and against the first holy synod at Ephesus and 
against the ‘Twelve Chapters of Cyril [now] among the saints, and 
whatever was written by ‘Theodore and Nestorius, and the so- 
called Letter of Ibas. We urge all Christians so to think and so to 
believe, adding nothing to them, taking nothing away from them, 
nor, according to what is written, changing the ancient landmarks (Prov. 
22: 28) which the inspired spiritual teachers of the church fixed for 
the salvation of all. 


The Signature 
I, Heraclius, emperor faithful to Jesus C 
my signature. 


God, have placed 
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Anastasius I, emperor 
Typos (Regulation) 6 
Anastasius of Sinai 
Hodgeos 89 n. 37, 91 n. 42, 129 n. 114 
Anonymus 
Anacephalaiosis 60 
Doctrina Patrum 49, 58, 63, 79 n. 22 
Life of Maximus the Confessor 24.0. 70, 
50 n. 146 
Recension 3 24.n. 70, 50 n. 146 
Syriac Life 28-9 
On the Sects 54 
Synodicon Vetus 33 n. 103, 46 


Basiliscus 
Antencyelical 5 
Encyclical 5 


Constans II 
Typos (Regulation) 14, 34 
Cyril of Alexandria 
Twelve Chapters 8, 9, 52, 129, 133, 
173, 181 
Second Letter to Nestorius 52, 133 
Third Letter to Nestorius 38, 52, 
133 
Letter 39 to John (=Formula of 
Reunion) 52, 113 n. 77, 133 n. 122 
Letter to Acacius of Melitene 
113 n. 77 
Letter to the bishops of the East 42 
Cyrus of Alexandria 
Announcement (Plerophoria), Pact of Union 
13-14, 19-20, 28, 30, 31, 40, 
8g n. 37, 99 N. 59, 139 N. 156, 
168-73, 179, 181, 187, 189 
First Letter to Sergius 19, 26-7, 160-3 
Second Letter to Sergius 28, 30, 174-7 


eastern bishops 
Letter to Cyril 42, 52, 133 


Epiphanius of Salamis 
Medicine Chest (Panarion) 55, 137 0. 139, 
147 n. 181 
Eulogius of Alexandria 
Defence of the Tome of Leo 27 
Eusebius of Caesarea 
HE 121 n. 87, 137 n. 140 
Evagrius Scholasticus 
HE 5n. 5, 9n. 17, 12 n. 28, 127 n. 109 


George Cedrenus 
Chonicon 53 
George Hamartolos 
Historical Compendium 53, 
George the Hieromonk 
On the Heresies 54. 
Germanus of Constantinople 
On the Heresies and Synods 50, 51 
Gregory Nazianzen 
Oratio 38 121 n. go 
Oratio 39 77 n. 14, 81 n. 25, 
209 n. 62 
Gregory of Nyssa 
Against Eunomius 191 n. 12 
Gregory of Rome 
Letters 48 n. 139, n. 140 
Gregory Thaumaturgus 
Confession of Faith 85 n. 29 


Heraclius, emperor 
keleusis (imperial ordinance) 27, 29, 31, 
165, 193 
Ekthesis (Statement) 14, 21, 23, 31-4, 
50, 51, 208-17 
Hippolytus 
Refutation of All Heresies 
(Philosophumena) 54. 
Honorius 
First Letter to Sergius 31, 194-205 
Second Letter to Sergius 31, 33, 
20479 


INDEX OF ANCIENT WORKS 


Ibas of Edessa 
Letter to Mari the Persian 8, 42, 52, 
134 173: 217 
Isaiah of Scete 
Ascelicon 149 n. 199 


John Moschus 
Life of John the Almsgiver 18, 21 
Spiritual Meadow or New Paradise 16, 17, 


19, 46 
Anonymous Prologue to 16, 19 
Justin IT 
Second Henoticon 12 
Justinian 


Against the Three Chapters & 
Anti-Origenist Canons 40 1. 125, 
Edict against the Agnoetat 9 
Edict against Origen (543) 1, 41, 
121 n. 86, n. 87, 123 n. gL 
On the Right Faith 7, 8-9, 33. 35, 39, 44, 
53, 58, 75 n. 13, 79 n. 28, OI n. 42, 
1. 43, 95 0. 56, 127 n. 105, 
211 n. 65 


Leo L 
Tome or Letter to Flavian 3, 5-7, 27; 
38 n. 120, 42, 48-9, 52, 55, 
gg n. 60, LOL, 133, 135, 165-7, 179. 
193, 207 n. 56 


Maximus the Confessor 
Letter to Peter the Illustris (=Opuscula 
theologica et polemica 12) 19 n. 50, 
20 D. §4 
Against those who say that one activity in 
Christ is to be confessed 29 
Letter to Pyrrhus (Letter 19) 30 
Menas, patriarch of Constantinople 
Letter addressed to Pope Vigilius 
27-8, 31, 185, 193 
Michael the Syrian 
Chronicle 24 n- 6g, 26, 143 n. 169, 
145 0. 173, D. 174, D. 175, 0. 176 


Nicephorus | of Constantinople 
Against Eusebius gt n. 44, 95 0. 55, 
lol n. 62 


Peter of Callinicum 
Tractate against Damian 1 
Photius 


Bibliotheca 46 n. 132, 49 D. 141, 53 
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Ps. Athanasius 
Letter to Emperor Jovtnian 89 1. 37, 
173 2. 20 
Ps. Dionysius 
Letter IV to Gaius the Monk 28 n. 86, 
115 n. 78, 173 n. 19 
Ps. Eulogius 
On the Trinity and the Incarnation 28, 
167 


Sebeos 
History of the Armenians 25 0. 72 
Sergius of Constantinople 
anaphora (report) 27, 163 n. 8 
Ekthesis 14, 208-17 
First Letter to Honorius 22, 28-30, 
332 182-95 
First Letter to Cyrus of Alexandria 
19, 27, 31, 162-7 
Second Letter to Cyrus 28, 30, 31, 
176-82 
Psephos (Resolution) 14, 29, 30-3 
Severus of Antioch 
Select Letters 48 
Socrates Scholasticus 
HE 147 n. 192 
Sophronius 
Account of the Miracles of Saints Cyrus and 
John 18, 21, 46 
Life of John the Almsgiver 18, 21 
In Praise of Sts Cyrus and John 21 n. 62, 
nh. 
In Praise of John the Theologian 21 
homilies 21-2, 46 
Homily on the Annunciation 35 0. U1, 
39 n. 121, 60 n. 174, 75 o. 8, 
121 n. 86 
Homily on the Birth of Christ 22, 
135 D. 134, 155 0. 205 
Homily on Holy Baptism 155 n- 205 
Homily on the Presentation 39 n. 121, 58 
Letter to Arcadius of Cyprus 22 
Synodical Letter, Greek recensions of 63 
Latin trans. of 63 
anacreontic verses 21 
epigrams 21 
florilegium 22, 32, 189 
idiomelic verses 21 
liturgical prayer 22 
panegyrical verses 21 
Sozomen Scholasticus 


HE 147 n. 192 


234 INDEX OF ANCIENT WORKS 


Theodoret of Cyrrhus 

Exposition of the Right Faith 40 n. 123, 
1g D. 74, 2. 75, 2 76 

Compendium of Heretical Fables 55-7, 61, 
137 n. 138, n. 139, n. 140, n. 141, 
n. 142, D. 143, 1. 144, 139 n. 148, 
n. 149, D. 150, 147 n. 179. n. 180, 
n. 182, n. 186, n. 193, A. 194 

Refutation of Cyril’s Twelve Chapters 8, 
217 


Theophanes 
Chronicle 24 0. 70 
Timothy of Constantinople 
On Those Who Join the Church 54, 
137 0. 144, 199 0-445 


Zeno, emperor 


Henotikon 5, 39 n- 121, 
34th. 157 
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Abukir, see Menuthis 


Acacius, patriarch of Constantinople 


Acacian schism 5 
Adam 123, 199 
Adamantius, see Origen (Adamantius) 
Adamites, sect 147 
Ademis the Carystian 56, 137 
Actius, Arian 139 
Agatho, lector and notarios 63 
Agatho, Pope 51, 135 2. 131 
Agnoetai 9-10, 59, 143 n. 167, 149 
agnoetic teaching 9, 59 
Akephalot, see Headless Ones 
Alexander the Coppersmith 56, 137 
Alexandria g, 19, 28, 59, 175; 177 
Chalcedonians of 45 
church of 3-4, 11, 13, 18, 23, 24, 135; 
187, 205 
theological terminology of 3 
al-Moundhir, Arab prince 12-13, 23 
Anastasius L,emperor 5-7 
Anastasius, patriarch of Alexandria 
(‘unyoker’) 24, 25, 43, 59, 145 
Andrew, bishop of Samosata 173 
Anthimus of Trebizond, patriarch of 
Constantinople 141 
Anthropomorphites 149 
anti-Chalcedonians 
in Egypt 24, 35, 39 n- 121 
in Syria 16, 24, 35 
christology of 10, 135 n. 135 
consolidation of & 
persecution of 6, 7,12 
reconciliation of 24 
separation of 8 
splits between g, 10, 13, 23 
stability of 12-13, 23 
synod of (507 ?) 6 
theological vocabulary of 6, 75 n. 10, 
935-49 


Antidicomarianites, sect 61, 147 
Antioch 4, 11 
church of 3, 13, 23, 141 
theological terminology of 3 
Antitactites, sect 147 
Apelles, Marcionist 57, 139 
aphthartodocetism g 
aphthartodocetists 59 
apokatastasts 11, 41, 123 
Apollinaris the Elder 8, 10, 37. 41, 42, 52, 
53, 58, 87 n. 33, n. 35, 93, 127, 
139, 173, 215 
Apollinarian(s) 53, 58, 61 
anti-Apollinarian source 58, 
211m. 64 
Apollinaris the Younger 139 
Apollonides, heretic 56, 57,139 
Arabs 13, 18 n. 47, 19-23, 155 2. 205, 
nm: 
Arab conquest 44 n. 128 
Arab federation 12-13, 23 
Ghassanid Arabs 23 n. 66 
invasion of Constantinople 51 
Arcadius, bishop of Cyprus 27, 29, 161, 
165 
Aristotelian terms 10 
Arius 35, 41, 42, 52, 57; 79> 125, 139. 173, 
209, 215 
Arianism 35, 36, 58, 61, 83 n. 27, 
n. 28, 125 n. 102 
Arians 35, 44, 77, 84; see also Curtians; 
Doulians; Pithicianioi; 
Psathryrians 
Armenia 9, 25, 183 
church of 25 
Artemon, adoptionist 56, 137 
Artotyrites, sect 61, 147 
Asclepiodotus (Asclepiades) 56, 57, 


139 
Ascodrougites, Montanists (?) 147 n. 188 
Asia Minor 8, 18 
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Asterius, Arian 139 


Athanasius Gammal (‘camel-driver’) 24, 


26, 43, 59-61, 145, 
Athanasius, presbyter 48 n. 139 
augustalis (prefect) 25, 28 
Augustine of Hippo 60 
Avars 23 

peace with (623/4) 25 


Balkans 12 
barbarians 44, 155 
Barbelioti, baptist sect 147 
Bardesanes of Edessa 56, 139 
Barsanouphius, anti-Chalcedonian 
149 n. 198 
Barsanouphians 149 
Barsumas, Syrian 58, 60, 141 
Basilides, Menandran 56, 137 
Benjamin, patriarch of Alexandria 25, 
43, 59, 60, 145 
Bersounouphites, see Barsanuphius 
Bethlehem 17 
Blastus, Valentinian 56, 137 
Borborians, Gnostics 147 
Bostra & 
Braga, first council of 50 
Byzantine state 3, 23, 25 n. 74, 44 
calendar of 16 n. 38 
church of 25, 157 


Cainists, Gnostics 147 
Cainites, Gnostics 147 
captatio benevolentiae 34, 43, 49 
Carpocrates, heretic 56, 137 
Cassian, Valentinian (?) 137 
Celestius, western heretic 58, 139 
Cerdo, Gnostic 57, 139 
Cerinthus, ps. apostle 56, 137 
Chalcedon 
Council of 3, 5-8, 12, 13, 16, 25, 41, 
44 52, 53> 55> 59; 127-31, 1790, 
189, 215 
anathema on 6 
Definition of 3-5, 7-9, 36-7, 49, 45, 
89 n. 38, gi n. 43, 95 n. 56, 
101 n. 63, n. 65, 105 n. 68, 
115 n. 80, n. 81, 117 2. 83, 
121 n. 8g, 133, 135 n- 131, 
197 nD. 49, 211 n. 63 
feast of 7 
monks 19 


terminology of 28, 32, 37, 44, 49, 52, 
75 D. 10, 95 1. 50, 207 n. 57, n. 58 
christology, post-Chalcedonian 5 2.5 
Christotokos 36 
Cilicia/Cilician 58, see Cyrus of Tyre: 
John of Antioch 
Cleobius, heretic 55, 137 
Cleomenes, heretic 57, 139 
Colorbasus, Valentinian 56, 137 
communicatio idiomatum 38 
Conon, bishop of Tarsus 143 
Constantine I, patriarch of 
Constantinople 51 
Constantinople 4, 6, 7, 9, 18, 20, 44, 49 
n. 142, 58, 133: see also New Rome 
church of 3, 43, 73 0-7 
clergy of 44 
Council of (381) 3, 5, 41, 52; 53> 58, 61, 
127, 131, 179, 213 n. 67 
creed of 12, 35, 40, 75 n. 11, 
117 n. 83, 215 
Fifth Ecumenical Council at (553) 9, 
11-12, 18, 28, 41-2, 45, 52: 53; 59> 
T21.n. 86, n. 88, 1239 n. g2, n. 93, 
n. 96, n. 97, n. 98, 129, 131, 179, 
215 
Sixth Ecumenical Council at (680/1) 
9, 10, 15, 26-8, 31-3, 49, 51, 63. 
135 0.131 
patriarch of 5, 45, 49 n. 142. 63 
synod of (544) 11 
council, see Nicaea; Constantinople; 
Ephesus; Chalcedon 
creation 11, 40-1, 50 
cross (true) 25 
Curtians, Arian sect 61, 147 
Cyprus 27 
synod of 29 
Cyriacus, patriarch of Constantinople 


48 

Cyril of Alexandria 7, 27, 38, 42, 52, 48, 
93, 99, 113 H- 77, 129-35, 
139 n. 156, 165, 171, 179, 181, 


213 
Cyrillian christology 7, 12, 53, 
131 nh. 117 
Cyrillian terminology 9, 28, 37, 44, 
93 D- 47, D- 49, 99 D- 59, 211 n. 64 


touchstone/ pillar of orthodoxy 7, 12, 


Cyrus, bishop of Tyre 58, 139, 173 
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Cyrus, patriarch of Alexandria 14, 
19-20, 25, 27-30, 33> 45> 50: 
115 n. 78, 175, 177, 185, 187, 195; 


205, 209 
Cyrus and John, Sts 18 


Damascus 16 
Damian of Alexandria 11, 13, 59, 
143-5 
Damianites 62 
Didymus the Blind 12, 40, 41, 52, 58-60, 
119, 129, 141, 215 
Diodore of Tarsus 42, 131 
Dionysius the Arcopagite see Ps. 
Dionysius 
Dioscorus, patriarch of Alexandria 4, 
37, 38, 41, 42, 44, 49, 52, 58, 
87 n. 33, 93, 101, 127, 141, 185, 
215 
Dioscorans 61, 185-7 
diptychs 48, 51 
docetists 55, 87 n. 33, 93 mn. 48 
Domitian, bishop of Melitene 145 n. 175 
Donatus, African heretic 58,139 
Dorotheus, Gaianist 59, 61, 141 
Dositheus, heretic 55, 56, 137 
Doulians, Arian sect 6, 147 
doxology 123 n. gq; see also Trisagion 
Dvin, synod of 25 
dyoenergism 13, 29, 32 
relationship with two-nature 
christology 32 
dyotheletism 14 


Easter, celebration of 147 n. 189 
Ebion, Judaeo-Christian 56, 137 
Eden, garden of 
existence of denied by Origenists 41 
Edessa 8, 193 
Egypt 4, 7, 9, 16-19, 24, 35 
Chalcedonians in 25 
church of 17, 59, 187 
Elkesai, father (?) of Transjordan sect 
139 
encratism 147 n. 184 
Encratites 147: see also Tatian the 
Syrian 
Ephesus 
first Council of (431) 12, 41, 52, 127, 
129, 131, 139 N. 156, 179, 215, 217 
creed of 5 
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second Council of (449: Robber 
Council) 41, 127 
creed of 5 
Epigonus (Epigenos), patripassian (?) 57, 


Epiphanes, son of Carpocrates, 137 
Epiphanius of Salamis 46, 56-8, 60-2 
Euchites 149 n- 197; see also Messalians 
Eudoxius, Arian 48, 57, 139 
Eugenius, bishop of Seleucia 143 
Eugenius, Pope 51, 143 
Eulogius, patriarch of Alexandria 17, 
27-8, 48, 49 
Eunomius, Arian 139, 173, 215 
Euphemia, martyr 127 
basilica of 127 n. 109 
Euphrates the Peratic 56, 199 
Eutyches 5, 37-9, 41, 42, 44: 49: 52s 55+ 
58, 87 n. 33, 89 n. 39, 91, 93, 95> 
101, 105, 127, 133) 141, 173, 185, 
203, 215 
Eutycheans 61, 149 
Eutychianism 3, 37, 41 
Eutychites 141 n. 158, 147; see also Simon 
Magus 
Evagrius of Pontus 12, 40, 41, 52, 59, 60, 
121, 129, 141, 215 
Eve 123 
Ezerum, see Theosodioupolis 


Felicissimus, Julianist 59, 61, 11 
Florinus, Valentinian 56, 137 


Gaianas, patriarch of Alexandria 59, 141 
Gaianites g, L41, 145 
George Cedrenus, chronicler 53 
George Hamartolos, chronicler 53 
George the Hieromonk, heresiologist 
5758 
George L, patriarch of Constantinople 
51 
Ghassanid Arabs, see Arabs 
Gnostics 42, 6o, 61, 87 n. 33 
Egyptian 147 n. 181 
Gortheos, Samaritan (?) 55, 137 
Gregory Nazianzen 209 
Gregory L, Pope 48-9, 57 
grammarians 201 n. 52 


Hadrian, exegete 56, 137 
Hadrianistai 137 n. 140 
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Harmonius, son of Bardesanes 56, 57, 


139 

Headless Ones 39, 103, 141, 149, 165; 
see also anti-Chalcedonians 

hegoumenos 30 

Heracleon, Valentinian 137 

Heraclius, emperor 13, 18, 21-7, 29-31, 
342 44. 60, 145 n- 173, 2. 175, 
153 n. 204, 161 n. 3, 175 n. at, 
183-5, 193 

Hermogenes (Hermenaeus), heretic 56, 
137; 139 

Hermophilus, heretic 56, 57, 139 

Hieracas, Origenist (?) 149 n. 196 

Hieracites 61, 149 

Hierapolis 26, 60, 145 n. 173, n. 175, 
n. 176 

Hippolytus, heresiologist 56 

Honorius, Pope 14, 20, 22, 29-33, 50, 63, 
155 0. 207 

Hydroparastates, sect 147 


Ibas of Edessa 129 n. 111 
Idumeans, Edomites 201 
Isaiah, OT prophet 199 
Isaiah of Scete 141, 149 n- 199 
Isaians 149 
Isidore, son of Basilides 56, 137 
Islamic rule 25 n. 74 
Israel 71, 201 n. 52 
Israelites 201 n. 52 
Italian synod (680) 135 n. 131 


Jacob Baradaeus (the Syrian) 8, 1o, 58, 


141 
Jacobites 8, 10-11, 59, 149 
Jerusalem 18, 20, 21, 25, 34, 46, 55, 71: 73 
see of 18, 34, 62, 195 
synod of (634) 32 
Church of the Anastasis 44, 155 
Church of the Nativity 22 
clergy of 44, 155 n. 208; 
see also Leontius; Polyeuktos 
surrender of at 
Jews 115 
Judaism 77 
Judaizer 79 
Job, OT figure 34, 67, 69, 199 
John the Almsgiver 18, 24 
John, bishop of Antioch (formerly of 
Aigiai) 58, 139.173 
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John Ascotzanges Lo 
John the Baptist tog 
John II, bishop of Cyrrhus 59, 145 
John, brother of Sergius of Edessa 143 
n. 169 
John, deacon of Constantinople 175 
John, evangelist 147 n. 189 
John Moschus 16-18, 20, 21 
John IV, patriarch of Constantinople 51 
John Philoponus 10, 11 n. 23, 35, 143 
John of Tella 8 
Joseph, husband of Mary 147 n. 191 
Judaea 17, 201 n. 52 
Julian, Apollinarian (?) 58, 139 
Julian of Halicarnassus 9, 58, 59, 141, 
185 
Julianists g—10, 141 
anti-Julianists 9 
anti-Julianist source 60 
Justin L, emperor 7 
Justin Il, emperor 12 
Justin Martyr 139 n. 149 
Justinian I, emperor 7-9, 11-13, 17, 23, 
45> 53, 58, 95 n. 51, 129, 133, 
79 
his condemnation of Origen 11, 
40-1, 123 n. OI, 1. O4, N. 95, 0. 97, 
n. 98 


Juvenal, bishop of Jerusalem 4 


Kankellarios (official) 44. 155 
Karin, see Theodosioupolis 
Kenoticon, see Henoticon 


Lampetius, Messalian 58, 59, 60, 141; 
see also Euchites, Marcianists, 
Messalians 

Lampetianoi 59 

Lateran Synod 14, 20 n. 56, 28, 30, 33 

Lazica 25, 26, 27, 185 

Leo I, bishop of Rome 3, 189 

Leonine terminology 38, 44, 53, 
207 n. 56, n. 58 
Tome as pillar of orthodoxy 52, 135, 
165 
Leo l,emperor 4 
Leontius, deacon of Jerusalem 44, 46, 


155 
Libya, church of 187 


Mabbog, see Hierapolis 
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Macedonius, priest of Constantinople 
44, 52-3, 57 58, 127, 139, 173, 215 
Magi 109 
Magnus the Apollinarian 41, 52-3, 58, 
127, 139: see also Maximus the 
Cynic 
Manes, heresiarch 57, 139 
Manichaeans 36, 87 
Marcellus of Ancyra 60-1, 117 2. 83 
Marcian, emperor 4 
Marcian, Messalian 57, 59, 141 n. 158 
Marcianists 59, 1-41, 147 
Marcion of Pontus 139 
Mark, evangelist 42, 135 
Mark, Valentinian 56, 137 
Martin I, Pope 14-15 
Martina, empress 44, 153 n. 204, 
175 0. 21 
Martyrius, patriarch of Antioch 4 
Mary 36,87, 91, 115, 147 n. 191, 169, 171, 
179, 211; see also Christotokos; 
‘Theotokos; Virgin Mary 
Masbotheus, heretic 56, 137 
Maurice, emperor 12 
Maximilla, Montanist 57, 139 
Maximus the Confessor 14-15, 1g, 21, 
29, 30, 49, 59 
his familiarity with Origenism 
7D yt 
his two disciples 15 
Maximus the Cynic 53 
Mediterranean world 17 
Melchisedecites, sect 147 
Meletius, bishop of Antioch 139 
Menancer, follower of Simon Magus 
58> 137 
Menas, Gaianite leader 43, 60, 
141 n. 163, 145 
Menas, patriarch of Constantinople 
27-8, 31, 165 
Menuthis, shrine at 18 
Merinthus, heretic 56, 137 
Messalians 61, 141 n. 158, 149; 
see also Euchites 
Michael the Syrian, chronicler 24 n. 6g, 
26 
Modestus, patriarch of Jerusalem 20 
modesty topos 71 n. 3 
monks 
Egyptian 17 
Greek 14, 18, 19 
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Palestinian 6, 11 
Syrian 6o 
monoenergism 
antecedents 13 
association with one-nature 
christology 39 
relationship with monotheletism 14, 


Monoimus the Arab 56, 139 

monophysite, definition of 4 n- 2 

monotheism, Jewish 35 

monotheletism 14, 15, 32, 33 

Montanus, charismatic 57, 139, 
147 n. 185 

Montanists 147 n. 186, n. 188; 

see also Ascodrougites; 
Pepouzians; Phrygians; 
Tascodrougites 147 

Moses, OT figure 201 n. 52 


Naassines, Gnostics 147 
Navatus (Novatian), rigorist 57, 60, 139, 
215 
Nazarites, Jewish-Christian sect 147 
neo-Chalcedonianism 7, 12, 13 
neo-Cyrillianism 7, 13 
neo-Platonic thought 77 n. 19 
Nepos, millenarian bishop 57, 139 
Nestorius, patriarch of Constantinnople 
5; 8, 335 30-9, 41, 42, 44s 52; 55: 
58, 60-2, Bg. gI-5, 99, 101, 105, 
127-35; 139, 173, 203, 215, 217 
Nestorians 36, 58, 61 
Nestorianism 3, 8, 33, 37, 38, 41, 
95 1. 52, 129 n- 116, 193 n. 129, 
197 D. 50 
anti-Nestorians g1 n. 42, 133 n. 129, 
211 n. 65 
New Rome 18 n. 47 
New Lavra 18 
‘new (and) theandric activity’ 28, 32, 40, 
115; see also Ps. Dionysius 
Nicaea 
Council of 5, 41, 52, 125, 131, 179, 215 
creed of 3, 5, 35, 49; 44, 75 2 75; 
117 n. 82, n. 83, 211 n. 63 
terminology of 44. 
Niceno-Constantinopolitan creed 3 
Nicephorus |, patriarch of 
Constantinople 64. 
Nicetas, imperial official 24 
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Nicolaites, pre-Gnostic sect (?) 43, 147 
Nisan, month of 147 n. 189 

Noetus of Smyrna 57, 139 

North Africa 19 

notaries (secretary) 63 

Novatians 58; see also Navatus 

Nubia 8 


Older Rome, see Rome 
Omar, Arab prince 21 
one-nature christology 23 
‘one theandric activity’ 19, 28, 30, 40, 
45 173: see also Ps. Dionysius 
Ophians, Gnostics 61 
Ophite school 147 
Ophionites 56, 61, 147 
Origen 11-12, 40-1, 52, 57, 119, 
121 n. 86, 12g, 139, 141, 215 
Origenists 11-12, 41, 61 
Origenist doctrine 41, 59, 121 n. 86, 
n. 87, n. 88, 123 n. QL, 129, 
149 n. 196 
Origenist monks 18, 40 
anti-Origenists 11, 17, 40 
Origen (Adamantius) 57, 139 


pagans 79 
paganism 35, 77 
pagan philosophy 121 
Palestine 4, 17, 18, 20 
monks of 6, 11, 17 n. 41, 40 
Passover 147 n. 189 
Paul, apostle 34, 47, 71, 73, 115, 121, 197 
Letters to Timothy 56 
Paul of Beit Ukkame (the Black) to—11, 
Paulites 10 
Paul the One-eyed, bishop of Cyprus 
27, 31, 161-3, 165, 183-5 
Paul, patriarch of Constantinople 51 
Paul of Samosata 36, 42, 57, 61, 89, 


439 

Pauni, month of 169 
Pelagius, western heretic 57, 139 
Pelagius II, Pope 48 
Pepouzians, Montanists 61, 147 
Peratics, Gnostics 56, 147 
Persia 12 

Persian rule 25 n. 74 


Persians 13, 18, 23, 24, 183 
Peter, apostle 42, 135 


Peter (the Syrian) of Callinicum 11, 13, 

59, Bin. 24, n. 26, 143 
Petrites 62 

Peter the Fuller, patriarch of Antioch 4, 
14. 

Peter the Iberian 141, 149 n. 199 

Peter, patriarch of Constantinople 51 

Peter the Stammerer (Mongus) 141 

Pharan 18 

Phasis (in Lazica) 25, 26, 27 

Philetus, heretic 56, 137 

Philippikos Bardanes, emperor 15, 

Philoxenus of Mabbog 6 

Phocas, tyrant 13, 23 

Photinus of Sirmium, monarchianist 61 

Photius, patriarch of Constantinople 32, 
46-9, 53 

Phrygians, Montanists 61, 147 

Pilate, Pontius 117 

Pithicianioi, Arian sect 61 

Pithon, Marcionist 139 

Polemo (Polemius), Apollinarian (?) 58, 


139 
Polyeuktos, cleric of Jerusalem 44, 46, 


555. 
polytheism 
Judaic 79 
pagan 79 
Porphyry, philosopher 121 1. 87 
Poti, see Phasis 
Potitus, Marcionist 139 
Prepon, Marcionist 139 
Priscilla, Montanist 57, 139 
Prodicus, heretic 56, 137 
protonotarios (first secretary) 44, 155 
Psathryians, Arian sect 61, 147 
Ps. Dionysius the Areopagite 19, 28, 30, 
49, 45, 115; 173 
Ptolemy, Valentinian 137 
Pyrrhus, hegoumenos 30 


Quartodecimans 147 


resurrection of the body 
denied by Origenists 41 

Rome 5, 18. 19, 20, 63 
church of 3, 20, 51, 73 0. 7, 135 
Roman empire 129 
Roman perspectives of East 19 n. 49 
eastern perspectives of Rome 19 n. 48 
Greek monks in 18 


INDEX OF PEOPLE, PLACES, AND THINGS 


Chalcedonian refugees in 18 n. 47 
ties with eastern Chaleedonian 


monks 19 


Sabbatius, rigorist 57, 139 
Sabellius the Libyan 42, 60, 77, 79, 130. 
145, 209, 215 
Sabellians 35, 44, 59, 77 
Sabellianism 36, 145 
Sacerdo, heretic (?) 57, 139 
sakellarios (finance minister) 30, 193 
St Theodosius, monastery of 17, 19 
Samaritans 42, 56, 137 0. 139 
Saracens 44, 155; see also Arabs 
Satorninus, Menandran 56, 137 
Saul of Tarsus 111 n. 73: see also Paul, 
apostle 
Secundus, African bishop 56, 137 
Seleucia (Pieria) 18 
Sergius, bishop of Joppa 20 
Sergius, bishop of Syria 59, 145 
Sergius (the Armenian), patriarch of 

Constantinople 13-14, 19, 20-3, 

25. 27-31, 34, 38, 40, 41, 43-6, 

49, 50, 59, 63, 67, 115 n. 78, 

123 2. 99, 143, 157 B- 210, 175 
Sergius, patriarch of Edessa 143 
Sericus, deacon of Rome 205 
Sethians, eclectic sect 147; see also 

Ophites; Ophionites 
Severus, bishop of Samosata 59, 145 
Severus, encratite 139 
Severus of Antioch 6, 7, 8, 10, 33 n. 107, 

42 n. 127, 48, 49, 58, 141, 165, 185, 

215 

christology of 9, 93 n. 49 
condemnation of 1o 

exile of 7.9 

Severan(s) 9, 15, 19, 24, 27, 58, 183, 

185-7 
Simon Magus, arch-heretic 42, 45. 55, 

56, 137, 147 0-179; see also 

Eutychites 
Sinai (Mt) 17, 18, 19 
Sophians, sect (?) 61, 147 
Sophronius 

origins 16 

sophist 15-16, 21, 24 

monk 14, 15-16, 19-21, 24, 25, 30, 187, 
195 

cure of 18 


241 


patriarch 15-16, 19-21, 26, 32, 33, 209 
christology of 36-40, 48, 53 
trinitarian belief 35-6, 48, 53 
relationship with John Moschus 16, 
18-21 
relationship with Maximus the 
Confessor 14, 16, 19, 29, 49 
renunciation of Origenism 17 n. 42 
view of Rome 71 n. 5, 133 n. 128, 
135 B- 132 
death 16, 21, 34 
feastday 16 n. 38 
soul, pre-existence of 11, 121 n. 86 
Stephen of Dor 20, 155 n. 207 
Stratiotici, Gnostics (?) 147 
Synerus, Marcionist 57, 139 
Synod of Constantinople (544) 11 
Synod of Jerusalem (634) 32-3 
synodica 32, 43. 452 47-51, 54: 62, 63 
Syria 18, 26 
anti-Chalcedonian church of 8, 24, 35 


Tascodrougites, Montanists (?) 147; 
see also Ascodrougites 

Tatian the Syrian 139, 147 0. 184; 
see also Encratites 

Thebaid, church of 187 

Themistius, agnoetic leader g—10, 59, 
143, 149 n. 200 

Theodore of Arabia & 

Theodore of Mopsuestia 8, 41-2, 52. 
129, 131, 139, 173, 215; 217 

Theodore L, patriarch of 
Constantinople 51 

Theodore of Pharan 18 

Theodore, Pope 51 

Theodoret of Cyrrhus 8, 40, 41, 42, 52, 
53 56-8, 60-2, 129, 131, 215 

Theodosioupolis, synod of 25. 27, 183 

‘Theodosius of Alexandria, anti- 
Chalcedonian leader 8, 10, 141 

Theodosians 19, 25, 62, 169, 175, 


177-9 
Theodotus the Money-changer 56, 57, 


139 
Theodotus the Tanner 56, 57, 60, 137, 
39 n. 148 
Theodotus, disciple of the Tanner (?) 137 
Theodotus, Valentinian 137 
theopaschite formula 8, 12 
Theophanes, chronographer 24 


24.2 


Theotokos 36, 91, 115, 169, I71, 179, 197, 
199, 211 
Thomas of Heraclea, bishop of 
Mabbog 59, 145 
Thomas, patriarch of Constantinople 51 
Three Chapters controversy 8, 9, 12 
Tiberius L, emperor 12 
‘Timothy Aelurus (the Cat) 58, 141 
Timothy of Constantinople 55-9 
trinitarian terminology 10 
Trisagion (Thrice-holy) 4, 8, 22, 29, 141 
tritheism 10, 11, 35, 36, 7g n. 21, 81, 
83 n. 27, 143 
minor tritheism 59, 143 
tritheists 10, 35, 44, 149 


union 
of A. D. 616 11, 24-6, 45. 59, bo, 62, 
145 


INDEX OF PEOPLE, PLACES, AND THINGS 


of Syrian anti-Chalcedonians 
(A. D. 629-34) 26, 6a 

of A. D. 633 19-20, 25, 27, 29, 32, 45, 
2, 135 0. 135 


Valentinian HI, emperor 4 
Valentinus, Gnostic 56, 137 
Valentinians 36, 42, 56, 87 
anti-Valentinian source 56, 60 
Vigilius, Pope 12, 27, 31, 45, 165, 
185 
Vitalian, Pope 51 
Virgin (Mary) 36, 87, 89, 91, 107, 115, 
199 


weeds, analogy for heresy 129 


Zeno, general and emperor 4,5 
Zooras, stylite 58, 60, 141 


INDEX OF MODERN AUTHORS 


Albert, M. 22 n. 63 

Allen, P 30.1, 4.n. 2,6n. 8, 10 n. 18, 
n. 21, In. 23, 12 n. 28, 14 n. 35, 
15 n. 36, 1g n. 50, 24 1. 70, 39 D121, 
50 n- 146, 61 n. 175 

Amelotti, M. 8 n. 12, 121 n. 86, n. 87, 
123 D. OI, D. 94, 0. 95, 0. 96 

Ayer, J. C. 169 n. 15, 


Bacht, H. 6n.7,n. 8, 8 n. 10, 
127 n. 109 

Bardy, G. 60 n. 173 

Bathrellos, D. 7 n. 9, 21 0. 59 

Bausenhart, G. 15 n. 36, 28 n. 86, 
go n. 95, 183 n. 33 

Baynes, N. 46 

Bekker, L. 53 n. 158 

Belke, K. 39 n. 121 

BergstraBer, E. 18 n. 43 

Binns, J. 17 0. 41 

Bitton-Ashkelony, B. 17 n. 41 

Bliimer, W. 22 n. 65 

Boor, C. de 53 n. 158 

Brehier, L. 48 n. 137 

Brennecke, H.C. 5 n. 5 

Brock, S. 10 n. 18, 17 n. 42, 22 n. 64 

Brooks, E. W. 48 n. 138 

Brox, N. &1 n. 23, 129 n. 115, 137 1-137 


Cameron, Al. 21 n. 61 

Cameron, Av. 54 0. 162 

Carcione, F. 30 n. 95, 31 n. g6 
Caspar, E. 32 n. 100 

Chabot, J.-B. 10 n. 21 

Chadwick, H. 18 n. 37 

Chazelle, C. g n. 15 

Chitty, D. 12 n. 25, 17 n 41, 8 n. 45 
Chrysos, E. 49 n. 143 

Clark, E.A. un. 24 

Congourdeanu, M.-H. 22 n. 63 
Conte, P14 n. 34, 22 n. 64, 155 n. 207 


Cosma, G. 36 n. 114, 55, 85 m. gi. 
145 D. 177 

Cox Miller, P. 54 n. 162 

Cubitt, C. gn 15 


Dahood, R. 33 n. 107 
Daley, B. E. 121 1. 86, n. 88 
Darrouzés, J. 155 0. 207 
Denzinger, H. 50 n. 144 
Deun, P. Van 1g n. 50 
Diekamp, F. 11 n. 24, 41 n. 126, 49 n. 143 
Dieten, J. L. van 20 n. 54, 21 n- 58, 
26 n. 77, 51 n. 147, n. 148, n. 149, 
n. 150, n. 151 
Dopp, S. 16 n. 38 
Dorner, J. A. 46 
Draguet, R. g n.16 
Drijvers, J. W. 25 n. 75 
Duffy, J. 21 n. 62, 22 n. 63, 33 n. 103, 46 
Dummer, J. 55 0. 168 


Ebied, R. Y. un. 22 
Elert, W. 18 n. 43 
Ewalt, P. 48 n. 139, n. 140 


Ferreiro, A. 137 0. 137 

Ferriére, J. de la 22 n. 63 

Fischer, R. H. 11 n. 22 

Flusin, B. 17 n. 41 

Follieri, E. 18 n. 47 

Fortesque, A. 11 n. 23 

Frank, G. L. C. 52 n. 153 

Frend, W. H.C, 3 n. 1, 10 n. 21, 12 n. 27, 
n. 28, 197 n. 106, n. 107, 131 n. 119 


Gaddis, M. 3 n.1 
Gallico, A. 22 n. 63 
Geerlings, W. 16 n. 38 
Gigante, M. 21 n. 60 
Gray, PT. R. 12 n. 26 
Greatrex, G. 24 n. Jo 


244 


Greenwood, ‘I. 25 n. 72 

Grégoire, H. 127 n. 109 

Grillmeier, A. 4.n. 3, 6n. 6, n. 7, n. 8, 
7n.g,8n. 10,9 n. 15, n. 16, 10 n. 18, 
ID Nn. 23, 12 n. 25, n. 26, 17 n. 41, 
18 n. 43, 0. 44, 25. n. 74, 28 n. 86, 
49 N. 125, 42 N. 127, 50 n. 144, N. 145, 
54, 115 n. 78, 121 n. 86, n. 88, 
123 n. g2, n. 93, n. 96, n. 97, n. 98, 
127 n. 109 

Guillaumont, A. 121 n. 86 


Hainthaler, T. 4.n. 2, 11 n. 23, 25 n. 74. 

Haldon, J. F 13 n. 29, 25 n. 72 

Halleux, A. de 6n. 8 

Hanlon, C. P. 48 n. 139, n. 140 

Hartmann, L. M. 48 n. 139, n. 140 

Hayward, C. T.R. 6n. 8, 61 n. 175 

Heid, S. 22 n. 65 

Heil, G. 28 n. 86, 115 n. 78, 173 n. 19 

Henke, R. 22 n. 65 

Henry, R. 49 n. 141, 53 n. 157 

Herrin, J. 3 n. 1, 12 n. 27, 63 n. 177 

Hevelone-Harper, J. L. 17 n. 41 

Hippolytos, Archimandrite 63 

Holl, K. 55 n. 168, 147 n. 181 

Holman, 8. R. 21 n. 62 

Hombergen, D. 11 n. 24 

Horn, C, B. 17 n. 41 

Hovorun, C. 6n. 8, 8 n. 11, 14.1. 33, 
ain. 59, 24. n. 62, n. 63, 39 n. 122, 
10g n. 72, 215 n. 69 

Howard-Johnston, J. 25 n. 72 


Jaeger, W. 191 n. 42 
Joannou, P-P. 48 n. 137 


Kaegi, W. E. 13 n. 29, 25 n. 71, n. 72, 
n. 73, 26 n. 77, 44.n. 128 
Kofsky, A. 18 n. 41 
Kreuzer, G. 32 n. 99, 195 n. 47, 205 n. 55 
Krivov, M. B. 22 n. 63 
Krumbacher, K. 46 


Laga, C. 10 n. 18 

Lang, U. M. 10 n. 20 

Lebon, J. 6 n. 8, 93 n. 49 

Lietzmann, H. 53 

Loumanen, P. 54.n. 159, 197 n. 136 

Louth, A. 4n. 3, 18 n. 47, 19 n. 50, 
28 n. 86, 32 n. tor 


INDEX OF MODERN AUTHORS 


McClure, J. 48 n. 140 
MacCoul, L. S. B. 33 n. 107 
McGuckin, J. A. qn. 3, 38 n. 118, 
93 0. 47, 133 N. 125, n. 127, 165 n. 12, 
171 n. 16, 179 n. 2g, 211 n. 64 
Macler, F. 25 n. 72 
Maisano, R. 16 n. 40 
Mango, C. 24 n. 70 
Mansi, L D. 63, 195 n. 131 
Marcos, F. 18 n. 46, 21 n. 62 
Marjanen, A. 54 n. 159, 137 n. 136 
Markovich, M. 54 n. 167 
Martin, D. B. 54 n. 162 
Martyn, J. C. R. 48 n. 139, n. 140 
Maspero, J. It n. 23 
Maurer, W. 18 n. 43 
Mazal, O. 48 n. 137, 48 n. 139, 
49 n. 142 
Meyendorff, J. 3 n. 1, 20 n. 57, 32 n. 99, 
63 n. 177 
Moeller, C. 6 n. 6, n. 7 
Miilke, M. 22 n. 65 
Munitiz, J. A. 10 n. 18, 51-2, 125 n. 100 
Murphy, F-X. 12 n. 26, 14.n. 35, 
15 n. 36, 33 n. 108, 45 n. 130, 
139 n. 156 


Neil, B. 14. n. 35, 15 n. 36, 19 n. 50, 
24.n. 70 
New, J. 201 n. 52 


Ogilvie-Grant, M. 13 n. 29 

Olster, D. 24 n. 69 

Oort, J. van 5 n. 5 

Orselli, A. M. 21 n. 62 

Otto, J.T. C. 40 n. 123, 113 n. 74, 0. 75, 
n. 76 

Owsepian, G. 26 n. 78 


Parker, J. 33 n. 103 

Patrich, J. 17 n. 41 

Pattenden, P. 16 n. 4o 

Perrone, L. 17 n. 41 

Phanourgakis, B. 49 n. 143 

Pitra, J. B. gi n. 44, 95 n. 55, 101 n. 62 
Poliakoff, M. B. 69 

Pourkier, A. 54.n. 163, 62 n. 176 
Price, R. 3n.4 


Reinink, G. J. 13 n. 29, 25 n. 75 
Richard, M. 54 n. 166 


INDEX OF MODERN AUTHORS 


Riedinger, R. 14.n. 34, 33 n. 108, n. 109, 
63, 64.n. 182, 66, 89 n. 39, 119 n. 85, 
163 n. 7, 189 n. 39, 199 N. 51, 
203 N. 54, 207 n. 59 

Ritter, A. M. 28 n. 86, 115 n. 78, 173 n. 19 

Roey, A. Van 8 n. 10, 10 n. 18, 11 n. 22, 
n. 23, 143 n. 167 

Roldanus, J. 5.0.5 

Rompay, L. Van 10 n. 18 

Rouét de Journel, M. J. 16 n. 4o 

Réwekamp, G. 16 n. 38 

Rozemond, K. 18 n. 47 


Sansterre, J.-M. 18 n. 37, 19 n. 51 

Schich, R. 17 n. 41 

Schneider, A. M. 127 n. 109 

Schénborn, C. von 16 n. 37, n. 38, n. 39, 
n. 40, 19 n. 48, n. 50, n. 51, 20 n. 57, 
ain. 58, 22 n. 64, 30 n. 95, 35 n. III, 
36 n. 114, 50 n. 146, 54, 63 n. 179, 
75 n. 8, 85 n. 31, 97 n. 57, 17 n. 84, 
133 n. 128, 155 n. 206 

Schénmetzer, A. 50 n. 144 

Schwaiger, G. 32 n. 99 

Schwartz, E. g n. 14, 35 n. 113, 36 n. 115, 
n. 116, 44 n. 129, 53 n. 155 

Scott, R. 24 n. 70 

Sevéenko, I. 16 n. 4o 

Shahid, I. 23 n. 66 

Sherwood, P. 12 n. 26, 14 n. 35, 15 n. 36, 
20 n. 54, 33 n. 108, 45 n. 130, 
139 n. 156 

Sieben, H. J. 52 n. 152 

Simon, D. W. 46 n. 133 

Simonetti, M. 173 n. 22 

Steppa, J.-E. 5 n. 4, 17 n. 41 

Stolte, B. H. 13 n. 29, 25 n. 75 

Stratos, A. N. 13 n. 29 

Straubinger, H. 63 n. 179 


Tanner, N. P. on. 14, 10 n. 19, 36 n. 116, 


245 


38 n. 11g, n. 120, 53 n. 154, 75 n. I, 
n. 12, 8g n. 38, gI n. 43, 95 n. 56, 
101 n. 63, n. 64, n. 65, 115 n. 80, 
n. 81, 117 n. 82, n. 83, 121 n. 8g, 
125 N. 102, 127 n. 105, 129 n. 116, 
1g. n. 117, n. 118, 165 n. 13, 
193 n. 46, 213 n. 67 

Thanner, A. 19 n. 49 

Thomson, R. W. 25 n. 72 


Usener, H. 16 n. 40, 58 n. 172 
Uthemann, K.-H. 7 n. 9, 89 n. 37, 
OI n. 42, 95 N. 53, 129 n. 114. 


Vailhé, S. 16 n. 37, n. 38 
Verghese, PR 28 n. 85, 169 n. 15 


Weit, G. 11 n. 23 

Wesche, K. P. g n. 14, 35 n. 113, 36 1.115, 
n. 116, 44 n. 129, 53 N. 155, 75 N- 13, 
79 N. 20, QI n. 42, n. 43, 95 n. 56, 
127 n. 105, 211 n. 65 

Whitby, M. 5 n. 5, 12 n. 28 

Wickham, L. R. 8 n. 13, 11 n. 22, 
37 n. 117, 38 n. 118, 113 n. 77, 
133 n. 123 

Williams, R. 11 n. 24 

Winkelmann F. 15 n. 36, 20 n. 54, 
22 n. 65, 24.n. 69, 25 n. 72, n. 73, 26, 
27 n. 81, n. 82, 28 n. 83, n. 84, n. 85, 
29 n. 87, n. 88, n. 8g, n. go, n. gt, 
30 N. 92, N. 93, N. G4, N. G5, 31 1. 97, 
n. 98, 32 n. 102, 33 n. 105, n. 106, 
n. 110, 37 n. 117, 44. 128, 51 n. 147, 
n. 148, n. 149, n. 150, 83 n. 34, 
189 n. 1, 193 n. 43, 195 n. 48, 
205 N. 55 

Wortley, J. 16 n. 40 


Zingale, L. M. 8 n. 12, 121 n. 86, n. 87, 
123 N. OI, N. O4, N. 95, 1. 97 


